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Editors’ Introduction 


I MPERIALISM and world power are familiar and perhaps essential 
, aspects of modem nationalism. Some nations may be said to be 
bom to power; others achieve power, or try to. Of the United States 
alone can it tmly be said that power has been thrust upon her, and 
with the United States, alone of major nations, the problem of power 
has been not to circumscribe it but to enlarge it, to implement it, and 
to make it self-conscious and responsible. 

Thus the story that Mr. Dulles has to tell In this sweeping account of 
the rise of America to world power, while in some respects analogous 
to the history of other modem empires, is in important respects unique. 
As Mr. Dulles makes clear in his opening chapter, the instinct of the 
American people was for isolation, and if that isolation was never as 
deep as some politicians assume it was perhaps deeper than some 
scholars realize, for it was rooted not only in geography, economy and 
history, but in emotion. How, notwithstanding history, tradition, and 
emotion, Americans found themselves involved first with the fragments 
of the Spanish Empire in America, then in Pacific and Asiatic adven¬ 
tures, and finally in Europe, and how, through advance and retreat 
and advance they responded, is the central theme of Mr. Dulles’s book. 

In the light of the American past, it was no wonder that the transi¬ 
tion from the romanticized isolation and exaggerated security of the 
nineteenth century to the implacable involvements and the harsh re¬ 
sponsibilities of the twenties was accompanied by soul-searching and 
turbulence. It is no wonder that during this sixty-year period Amer¬ 
icans were pulled back and forth by the strains and pressures of tradi¬ 
tion and of reality; that the venture into the Pacific in the nineties was 
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greeted by a clamorous demand for withdrawal; that the comfortable 
neutrality of the early years of the First World War gave way to the 
seeming necessities of involvement and that this, in turn, was followed 
by disillusion and retreat; that the cataclysmic crises of the thirties 
and forties led irresistibly to a second and greater involvement. ^Vhat 
is, perhaps, wonderful is that all of these prodigious decisions were 
made by public opinion, for American foreign policy, more fully than 
that of any other major power, was a public policy formulated by 
democratic processes. \Vhat is impressive is that the ultimate decisions 
were dictated not by greed for territory, for trade, for power, or for any 
of the more ostentatious traditional rewards of imperialism, but rather 
by a \villingness to accept—or at least an imwillingness to escape—re¬ 
sponsibility. Americans seem to have known by instinct what most Old 
World nations have found it difficult to learn, that power is a burden, 
not a prize, and that its rewards are not material. 

Mr. Dulles’s book presents what future historians will probably 
record as a unified chapter of American history; the emergence from 
isolation in the nineties; a half century of debate and involvement; the 
tremendous climax of the Second World War; the fateful commitments 
to world organization and world leadership; the dramatic and irre¬ 
versible change in the whole character of the problem of power precip¬ 
itated by the invention of the absolute weapon. This sLxty'-year period 
—all within the lifetime of men still active in public affairs—saw the 
beginning and end of the greatest debate in the history of American 
forei'm policy, and the most momentous in its consequences. The 
echoL still resound along the dusty corridors of politics, to be sure, but 
the issue of involvement and responsibility is no longer debatable, only 


the tactics and the strategy. 

Mr Dulles has not attempted to add yet another to the almost 
countless studies of tactics and strategy that pour from our presses iii 
an endless stream. He has attempted, rather, to provide the histoncal 
background upon the basis of which judgment and policies can be 
formed. What he gives us is not argument but anal>ris, not politics but 
history. And in an area bristling with controversy' he has written wffi 
impartiality; on a subject clamorously current he has mamtmned his¬ 
torical perspective; confronted by the temptation to cover the whole 
broad and intricate field of American foreign affairs over a 
period he has avoided the irrelevant and the trivial and held to the 
central theme—America’s Rise to World Power. 



oped. The time has now come for a judicious reappraisal oi me ik 
history, a cautious application of the new techniques of investigatii 
and presentation, and a large-scale effort to achieve a synthesis of m 
findings with the familiar facts and to present the whole in attracti 
literary form. 

To this task the New American Nation Series is dedicated. Ea 
volume is part of a carefully planned whole and fitted to the otf 
volumes in the series; at the same time each volume is designed to 
complete in itself. From time to time, doubtless, the same series 
events and the same actors will be presented from different points 
view. Thus the ten or twelve volumes that will explore twentlet 
century American history chronologically will expand many of t 
suggestions, fill in many of the details, and illuminate many of t 
episodes merely touched on in this volume. The forthcoming volur 
on constitutional history can be trusted to deal with the constitutior 
problems raised by world power, and the cultural history volume wi 
some of the cultural implications of the shift from isolation to int( 
nationalism. That all this may result in some overlapping is inevitab 
but it has seemed to the editors that repetition is less regrettable th. 
omission, and that something is to be gained by looking at the sar 
material from different and independent points of view. 

Henry Steele Commager 

Richard Brandon Morris 




Preface 


I N THE introduction to his penetrating study The United States as 
a World Power, first published in 1908 , Archibald Cary Coolidge 
wrote: “No one can be more conscious than the author of this volume 
how far it is from carrying out the too ambitious promise of its title.” 
In having the audacity to bring out a book under so similar a title a 
momentous half century later, the present writer must strongly empha¬ 
size, pointedly underscore, a comparable disclaimer of even attempting 
to tell the full story of America’s rise to world power. 

The growth and development of the American nation are after all 
the general topic of the series of which this book is only a single vol¬ 
ume. The purpose of this unit is obviously more limited. It is con¬ 
cerned only with those developments in the field of foreign policy 
which mark the gradual emergence of the United States as a great 
power. If there may be said to be an underlying theme in the treatment 
and interpretation of such developments, it centers about the contin¬ 
uing conflict since the close of the nineteenth century between those 
forces in our national life making for an assumption of the responsi¬ 
bilities of world power and those which have always sought the avoid¬ 
ance of such obligations. 

This contest between responsible internationalism and what is called 
isolationism has been of great significance in the exercise of the power 
implicit in America’s world position. The term isolationism, however, 
has always been misleading. Among modem nations only the Japan of 
pre-treaty days, through her rigorous exclusion of foreigners and prohi¬ 
bition of aU overseas trade or travel by her own subjects, has pursued 
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a truly isolationist policy. The United States has never turned away 
from the world in this sense. Its isolationism has gone no further than 
an assertion of complete independence and a refusal to accept any 
foreign political cormnitments which might infringe upon the nation’s 
full freedom of action. Even sUthin these limitations, however, the 
isolationist spirit has consistently warred against the acknowledgment 
of international obligations, and it proUdes a significant key to the 
foreign policy followed by the United States until very recent days. 

To ^^Tite of America’s rise to world power from this point of view 
necessitates a highly selective treatment of the vast mass of available 
material. Nothing could be more difficult than the problems of omission 
and emphasis. It is the author’s hope, however, that his approach may 
throw some light on those historical developments that account for the 
present world position of the United States, and help to provide a 
basis for a better understanding of the immense problems with which 
the nation today finds itself confronted. 

In the preparation of this manuscript a grant-in-aid from Ohio 
State University made a\ ailable the services of two research assistants, 
James P. Thomas and Gerald E. Ridinger. The author would like to 
express his appreciation for their very real help. He is also indebted 
to his colleagues at Ohio State, to many of his students for suggestions 
while the book was in progress, to Professor Henr)' Graff of Columbia 
University, and most importantly to the editors of this series, Professors 
Henn- Steele Commager and Richard B. Morris, for their generous aid 
in the final preparation of the manuscript for publication. His daugh¬ 
ter, Sally Dulles, did much of the typing and as on many previous 
occasions his sHfe, Marion Dulles, bore up nobly under the strain of 
having her husband write a book, and helped inestimably in readmg 
and stylbtically correcting it. 

Ohio State University 


Foster Rhea Dulles 




CHAPTER 1 


The Tradition of Isolation 


AMERICA’S rise to world power is a consequence of the nation’s 
.£\. geographic position, natural resources, and dynamic energy. For 
the first century and more of national history', however, continental 
expansion and internal dev'elopments largely absorbed the energies of 
the American people. Every dictate of public interest emphasized the 
importance of avoiding all entanglements that might involve the young 
Republic in foreign rivalries and foreign wars. Only with the twentieth 
century did a rapidly contracting world, impending shifts in the Euro¬ 
pean balance of power, and the growth of American economic and 
industrial strength create a situation that made impossible a continued 
aloofness from international affairs. 

In spite of these changing conditions, there has been from the forma¬ 
tion of the Republic an underlying continuity in the purposes govern¬ 
ing the determination of foreign policy. They have included first and 
foremost a basic concern with safeguarding national security; second, 
a constant preoccupation tvith the promotion of foreign trade; and 
finally, a sense of national mission in encouraging the cause of free¬ 
dom throughout the world. If the needs of national security generally 
sustamed the doctrine of nonintervention in foreign affairs through¬ 
out the greater part of the nineteenth century', economic ambition and 
humamtanan sympathy for other peoples at times exercised a stroncr 
counterforce. Nevertheless the United States during these years wal 
able to promote its trade without political entanglements, and helped 
to advmce the cause of freedom, as the American people devoutly 
beheved, through precept and example rather than interference with 
Other nations’ concerns. 


I 
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America’s rise to world po^v'ER 


^Vhen the changed world of the twentieth century undermined the 
bases of this independent foreign policy, the United States was con¬ 
fronted with problems—and potential dangers—that demanded a new 
approach. It could no longer live entirely to itself; it was unable to 
escape the larger role thrust upon it by the processes of histo^)^ Every 
move toward the assumption of the responsibilities of a great power, 
however, was combated by the tradition of that policy of aloofness and 
wholly independent action which in other circumstances had appeared 
to serve the nation so well. This tradition, which by the close of the 
nineteenth centur\- became popularly designated as isolationism, had 
a tremendous emotional force. It continued to exercise a powerful in¬ 
fluence long after the conditions that fostered and justified it had 
ceased to exist. 


The idea that the United States should avoid all foreign political 
commitments stems from the earliest days of the Republic. It was, in¬ 
deed, a coiollaiy of the independence movement itself. \V’ell before 
either \Vashington or Jeffei-son gave their famous adUce to their 
countrsmen about the dangers of becoming involved in wbat the latter 
termed ‘‘entangling alliances,” John Adams had given a similar warn¬ 
ing. “We should separate ourselves,” he wrote in 1776 , “as far as pos¬ 
sible and as long as possible, from all European politics and wars.” " 
The policy so encouraged in the eighteenth centurs’ did not then 
have a negative connotation. It s-ymbolized a further projection of the 
revolutionars- doctrines of the Declaration of Independence. The na¬ 
tion’s leaders were determined to establish their country’s complete 
freedom, not only from political control by Great Bntain, but from 
anv sort of dependence on foreign countries. The colomes had been— 
and thev recomized the fact—a part of the AtlanUc Commumty. 
A^^ain and again they had been drasvn in spite of themselves_ mto 
Europe’s continuing power conflicts. In the light of this experience 
there was a general belief in the I 780 ’s that unless every’ possible pre¬ 
caution was Uken, the still weak and strugglmg United States %sould 
become “little better than puppets, danced on the wires of the cabme 

'’'iiTmVthat the new nahon concluded a wartime alliance with 

,Ch.u!« F. .'.d.mt (ed.), Th. Wert, «/ d*-, (10 voU., Bolton, 

1856', n, 505. 

- Ibid ., I, 200. 
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France, and for a time sought membership in the Armed Neutralit) 
League sponsored by Russia, but these were temporary measures dic¬ 
tated by immediate political expediency. A determined opposition to 
any such European ties soon asserted itself. “The true interest of these 
states,” read a resolution of the Continental Congress adopted in 1783 , 
“requires that they should be as little as possible entangled in the poll-* 
tics and controversies of European nations.” ® 

This policy statement in no way implied isolationism in the sense of 
complete withdrawal from the outside world. There was no more pos¬ 
sibility in the 1780 ’s than in subsequent years of severing the cultural 
and economic ties that bound the United States to Europe. The urgent 
needs of the country placed a tremendous emphasis upon the impor¬ 
tance of commercial treaties, recognized by Jefferson no less than by 
Hamilton, and on all other practical measures to promote foreign trade 
with Europe, Asia, and Africa. The practical wisdom of the founders 
of the Republic, however, caused them to stress above everything else 
the imperative necessity for the new country to stand on its own^feet. 
They were convinced that nothing was more important than to avoid 
^y foreign commitment if the United States was to achieve the na¬ 
tional unity so essential for independence. John Adams reported a 
coiiversation with the Swedish ambassador in London in 1784 in 
whi^ that diplomat expressed what was indeed the American point 
of view: “ ‘Sir,’ said he, ‘I take it for granted that you will have sense 
enough to see us in Europe cut each other’s throats with a philosophic 
tranquihty.’ ” * ^ 


^ Washington’s Farewell Address, set against the cireumstances of the 
tmi^ clearly reveals that what the fim President had in mind was 
freedont of action rather than complete isolation. He particniarly 
fore.^ meddling in the affaire of the United States, and the 
d^upttve tnfluence of a popular attachment on the part of its citiaens 
to any European power. He pointedly emphasized that the Old World 
a set of pnmaty mterests, to which Americans had none or a very 
l^ote relauon and logtcaUy asled: “Why forego the advantages S 
to pectte a ntuatton? Why quit our own to stand upon foreign 
ground. Why. by mterweaving our destiny with that of Ly part 

v.h.?wi5r.; (34 

* Adams, Works, VUI, 178. ’ 
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America’s rise to world power 


Europe, entangle our peace and prosperity in the toils of European 
ambition, rivalship, interest, humor or caprice?” ® 

Washington realized that changing conditions might mzike a change 
in policy advisable; he also accepted the possibility of “temporary alli¬ 
ances for extraordinary emergencies.” Moreover Hamilton, who had 
no small part in Nvriting the Farewell Address and whose views so ob¬ 
viously coincided with those of the President, stated in the Federalist 
that he saw nothing “absurd or impractical in the idea of a league or 
alliance between independent nations for certain defined purposes.” ® 
What \Vashington opposed was “permanent alliances” that would 
have limited or curtailed an independence not yet fully established. 
What he insisted upon was establishment by the United States of 
“command of its own fortunes.” 

This policy was overwhelmingly approved throughout the Republic. 
For once politics stopped at the water’s edge. Madison and Jefferson, 
as well as Adams and Hamilton, added the weight of their experience 
and wisdom to Washington’s advice. When Jefferson enunciated his 
program—“Peace, commerce and honest friendship with all nations— 
entangling alliances with none”—it could be said, as when he penned 
the Declaration of Independence, that it was an expression of the 


American mind.^ 

The United States svas to find it difficult to maintain the neutrality 
in European %vars that Washington first proclaimed. Its interest in 
trade and commerce demanded vigorous efforts to safeguard American 
rights in a warring ^vorld. Hamilton urged a navy sufficiently strong 
“to dictate the terms of connection between the old and the new 
world,” and Jefferson declared that “we ought to begin a naval power, 
if we 'mean to carry on our own commerce.” « During the first quarter 
century' of its national existence, the young Republic became engage 
in a naval war tvith France, dispatched nvo expeditions ag^st the 
Barbara pirates, and fought Great Britain in the War of 1812. On eact 
of these occasions, however, it acted independently. Every care wa; 


s James D. Richardson (cd.). ^ Compilatior. 223 “ 

thePrtsidints 1789-1902 (10 vols., Washington, 1904), I, 222 223. 

' c Hamihon (ed ), n, £‘"”^.”',5 V " l « 

lion of the Unhed States (Philadelphia, 1875), Number 15, p. 142. 

T Messages of the Presid^ts I, 323 Uorsxxse, November 11 

nil ;«^Tn --■> ‘I <»“■“ 

1951), p. 27. 
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taken to see that these developments did not involve the countr>- in 
matters that were solely of foreign concern, or entangle the United 
States in the European balance of power. To win recognition of 
America’s rights as an independent nation, and establish upon a firm 
basis the trade and commerce so necessar)- to make independence a 
reality, remained the primary goal of foreign policy. 

The idea of a broader responsibility toward the community of na¬ 
tions incompatible with a rigid policy of noninter\cntion first found 
expression in the years immediately following the War of 1812. A 
friendly reception was accorded in some quarters to the proposal for 
American membership in the Holy Alliance which Alexander I had 
established with the professed purpose of promoting world-wide peace.° 
As Secretary of State, however, John Quincy Adams rejected the ad¬ 
vice of overenthusiastic pacifist societies urging this step. With a tact¬ 
ful reference to American devotion to the cause of peace, he instructed 
the American minister in St. Petersburg to decline the formal invita¬ 
tion for membership in the Alliance tendered by the Russian Czar in 
1819; “The political system of the United States, is . . . essentially 
extra-European. To stand in firm and cautious independence of all 
entanglement in the European system has been a cardinal point of 
their policy under every administration of their government from the 
peace of 1783 to this day.” 

Events on the Continent soon caused an abrupt change in the pop¬ 
ular attitude toward the Holy Alliance. The measures taken by the 
European monarchs to stamp out every sign of democratic tendencies 
in such countries as Spain, Portugal, Naples and Greece appeared to 
be convincing evidence that the real aim of Alexander I rvas to sup¬ 
press liberalism under the guise of upholding peace. Popular svmpathy 
for the Holy Alliance was transformed into active hostility. Proposals 
For American intervention in European affairs of quite a different 
character than membership in this league began to be heard. Con¬ 
vinced that “in the perfection of the scheme of the ‘holy alliance.’ we 
must anticipate the extinction of civil and religious liberty.” many 
Americans would have had the United States forthrightly declare its 

® Merle Curti, The Amencan Peace Crusade (Durham, N. C., 1929) p. 27’ 
J. Fred Rippy, America and the Strife of Europe (Chicago 1928) p. 46 

New YorMT?), 
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opposition to the Alliance and its s>Tnpathy for the people whose free- 
aorn Alexander was attempting to stamp out.^^ 

The dm-e behind this movement was inspired by the conception of 
Amenca’s destined role in spreading abroad the Ught of freedom. In¬ 
deed. the wsion of this country' as a potentially great power whose 
beneficent influence would help to extend to all peoples the blessin-s of 
justice, liberty and peace already had a long history. Jonathan Edwards 
had thought of America as “‘the glorious renovator of the world”; 
John Adams envisaged the settlement of the country- as “the opening 
of a grand scheme and design in Providence for the illumination and 
emancipation of the slavish part of mankind all over the earth”; 

sshington had declared that the preserx-ation of the sacred fire of 
liberty” was staked “on the experiment intrusted to the hands of the 
American people”; and Jefferson believed that the “last hope of 
human libeity in this world rests on us.” From such idealistic sources, 
strengthened by the belief that whenever reaction triumphed Amer¬ 
ica’s o\s-n liberties were endangered, stemmed the com-iction that the 
United States could never be completely neutral where freedom was 
at stake.^- 

Popular emotions were especially aroused in the early 1820’s in be¬ 
half of Greece. This little country, valiantly struggling against the 
oppressive rule of the Turks, was believed to face the loss of liberties 
already won through possible intervention by the Holy Alliance in the 
name of laiv and order. Resolutions upholding the Greek cause were 
debated on the floor of Congress and President Monroe for a time 
contemplated extending recognition to the rebels.^^ 

Once again it was John Quincy Adams, refusing to be carried away 
by emotional fervor, who stood out most emphatically against any 
intervention in European affairs. Wherever the standard of freedom 
was imfurled, he declared in a ringing Independence Day oration in 
1821, there lay the sympathies of America—“But she goes not abroad 
in search of monsters to destroy. She is the well-wisher to the freedom 

-^Niles’ Weekly Register, XXV (Sept. 6, 1823), 2, quoted in Foster Rhea 
Dulles, The Road to Teheran: the Story of Russia and America, 1781-1943 
^Princeton, 1945b P- 41. 

-- Quoted in Merle Curd, The Growth of American Thought (New York, 
1943 ), p. 49; Messages of the Presidents, I, 53; Jefferson to Duane, March 28, 
1811, in Paul L. Ford (ed.). The Writings of Thomas Jefferson (10 vols.. New 
York’ 1893 ), X, 313. 

13 Edward Mead Earle, “.Mnerican Interest in the Greek Cause,” American 
Historical Reciew, XXXIII (Oct., 1927), 44-63. 
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and independence of all. She is the champion and vindicator only of 
her own.” Enlisting under the banners of foreign independence, he 
warned, would involve America “in all the wars of interest and in¬ 
trigue, of individual avarice, envy, and ambition, which assume the 
colors and usurp the standard of freedom. The fundamental maxim of 
her policy would insensibly change from liberty to force.” 

The issue continued to agitate the country. The President expressed 
sympathy for the Greek cause in his message to Congress in 1823, and 
a year later Daniel Webster introduced a resolution in the House 
attacking the Holy Alliance and calling for the appointment of an 
American commissioner to Greece. He declared that the great political 
question of the day was the contest between absolute and regulated 
governments. What interest had the United States in resisting autoc¬ 
racy in Europe? “The thunder, it may be said, rolls at a distance. The 
wide Atlantic is between us and danger; and however others may 
suffer, we shall remain safe.” Webster deplored this limited view. As 
one of the nations interested in the preservation of a system of national 
law and order, the United States had a duty over and beyond any 
immediate or direct concern to support religious and civil liberty wher¬ 
ever it was threatened. While he did not talk war, he urged the exer¬ 
cise of the utmost moral pressure in support of the principles in which 
Americans believed.^® 

Among others John Randolph took the floor to oppose what he 
thought a complete change in traditional policy. Amy such crusade in 
defense of liberty, he declared, would conjure and beguile the nation 
out “of the high way of Heaven . . . into all the disastrous conflicts 
arising from the policies of European Powers.” He summoned Amer¬ 
icans to adhere to the advice of Washington and Jefferson against 
entangling alliances—“for to entangling alliances we must come if you 
once embark in projects such as this.” His views were some years later 
echoed by Henry Clay, This country’s contribution to freedom. Clay 
asserted, was to keep the “lamp burning brightly on this western shore 
as a light to all nations ’ rather than to hazard “its utter extinction 
amid the ruins of fallen or falling republics in Europe.” 


Weekly Register. XX (July 21, 1821), 326 ff., quoted in Edward 
^36)^^p'*™44 States and Europe, 1815-1823 (Berkeley, 

na Debates in American History 

(14 vok.. New York, 1913), II, 255, 258. 

II, 259, 264; Calvin Colton (ed.), The Works of Henry Clay (10 
vols.. New York, 1904), III, 224. y 
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America’s rise to world power 

American poUcy never reached the point of actuaUy considering the 
abandonment of the rule of noninterv^ention in order to combat the 
European designs of the Holy Alliance. Randolph rather than Webster 
reflected public opinion. In the meantime, however, a far more severe 
test of our traditional policy had arisen, involving the whole question 
of the relationship between the Old World and the New. 

This was the proposal made in 1823 by George Canning, British 
Foreign Secretary’, for a joint protest by England and the United 
States against any move on the part of the Holy Alliance to aid Spain 
in suppressing the newly won independence of the Latin American 
republics. President Monroe seriously contemplated accepting this pro¬ 
posal, and was strengthened in his resolve by the well-known advice 
of Madison and Jefferson. 

The latter took occasion to emphasize in his letter to Monroe two 
fundamental ma-xims—that the United States should not become en¬ 
tangled in European broils, and that it should never suffer Europe to 
meddle with cisatlantic affairs. While Europe was laboring to become 
the domicile of despotism, America should endeavor to make this 
hemisphere the domicile of freedom. Nevertheless Jefferson thought 
that Canning’s proposal was an exception to any general rule of stand¬ 
ing aloof from political connections. England was the one nation that 
could most effectively interfere with the United States, and she now 
offered to lead, aid, and accompany us. “By acceding to her proposi¬ 
tion,” Jefferson wrote Monroe, “we detach her from the band of 
despots, bring her mighty weight into the scale of free government, 
and emancipate a continent at one stroke.” 

W'hile the elder statesmen were thus prepared to concede the advan¬ 
tages, under such special circumstances, of cooperating with England, 
John Quincy Adams stuck resolutely to his more nationalistic position. 
He had already warned Czarist Russia that the American continents 
were no longer subjects for any new European colonial establishments; 
he was ready to oppose with equal vigor any European interference 
with the New ^Vorld governments that had declared their independ¬ 
ence. Shrewdly realizing that such a policy would in any event have 
the support of England, because her own interests coincided with 
those of the United States, he insisted that in taking a stand against 
the Holy .\lliance, “it would be more candid, as well as more digni- 

ir .Andrew .A. Lipscomb (ed.), The Writings of Thomas Jefferson (20 vok., 
Washington, 1903), XV, 477. 
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fied, to avow our principles explicitly to Russia and France, than to 
come in as a cock-boat in the wake of the British man-of-war.” 

TTie Monroe Doctrine, as enunciated in December, 1823, con¬ 
formed to the ideas of Adams rather than the advice of Jefferson and 
Madison. It upheld the freedom of action for which Washington and 
Jefferson himself had originally called, implicitly emphasized national 
security, and set forth the concept of the two spheres as deter minin g 
American policy. President Monroe, that is, warned the European 
powers—including England—that the United States would consider 
any attempt on their part to extend their system to the Western Hemi¬ 
sphere as “dangerous to our peace and safety.” And as a corollary to 
this statement, he made it clear that for its part the United States had 
no intention of interfering in the affairs of Europe.^® 

This national policy as developed during the early years of the Re¬ 
public did not mean that the United States was not deeply concerned 
with developments abroad. It could not be otherwise while engaged in 
the negotiations with European powers that were to add Louisiana, 
Florida, and Oregon to the Union. Nor could isolationism be really 
said to characterize an attitude so increasingly affected by the concept 
of Manifest Destiny as to lead to the gradual extension of national 
boundaries to the Pacific. What American policy actually meant—and 
It was strengthened and reinforced by continental expansion—was 
nonentanglement in solely European matters and unimpaired freedom 
in the pursuit of national aims and aspirations. 

When John Qumcy Adams became President, he stressed this “great 
^e of conduct” in foreign relations. It was further affirmed by"’An¬ 
drew Jackson. Van Buren declared his opposition to all alHances; 
lyler m turn expressed his determination to abstain from European 
pohtics; and Polk directly quoted the historic phrase “peace wth all 
nations, ent^gling alliances with none.” Repeating his predecessor’s 
statement, Fillmore pointedly added that the intent of the United 
States w^ to teach by example and show by our success, moderation 

^d justice the blessings of self-government and the advantages of 
free mstitutions.” vauut-,cs oi 

the nation and the 

reahties of the international balance of power, had been fii^y 

of John Quincy Adams (12 vols., Phila- 

^^Messages of the Presidents, II, 209 218 
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established in the public mind. The American people were determined 
that their country' should remain “in command of its own fortunes.” 


Popular feeling in this highly nationalistic era was carried away by 
the tremendous promise of continental expansion and what appeared 
to be the glorious future of the thriving young Republic. John Adams 
had originally urged an independent policy, at least in part, as a means 
of freeing the American mmd from any fear or self-difiBdence, any 
excessive admiration of foreigners.^^ In the 1830’s and 1840’s such 
diffidence was hard to discover. The belief was well-nigh universal 
that the United States was so strong, so vigorous, so dynamic—so 
morally superior—that it could ignore all other countries. Had not the 
original settlers “shaken off the dust of Babylon” in founding the 
colonies? -- There w’as nothing more natural than for their descend¬ 
ants to turn their backs upon the Old World monarchies from whose 
rivalries and wars eveiy successive stream of immigrants was attempt¬ 
ing to escape. 

Jefferson’s scorn for the jealousies, complicated alliances, and reac¬ 
tionary governments of Europe had led him to wish that there was “an 
ocean of fire between us and the old world.” Timothy Dwight re¬ 
joiced that America was as far as it was “from Europe’s mischiefs and 
Europe’s w'oes.” The barbarities of the Old World left behind, wrote 
William Cullen Biy ant: 

Here the free spirit of mankind, at length. 

Throws its last fetters off . . 


Foreign visitors during these years were astounded by the nation’s 
self-confidence and this easy dismissal of Europe. The faith of the 
American people in their republican institutions appeared illimitable. 
There was absolute certainty in the great future stretching ahead for 
the New ^Vorld as compared with what was believed to be the inevi¬ 
table decline and decadence of the Old World. Caught up in the ex¬ 
citement of a westivard movement that was step by step bringing about 
the conquest of the continent, no bounds were placed upon the ulti- 


John Adams, Works, VIII, 144. „ i • i 

-2 The phrase is Increase Mathers, quoted in Max Savelle, 
of American Diplomatic Principles,” Pacific Historical Review,!!! (1934), 335 
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mgtp. extension of American power and influence. Whatever vestiges 
of a p«-»lnnial complex may still have affected the attitude of the sophis¬ 
ticated toward European culture, the common people never doubted 
a glorious destiny for their country.** 

An English traveler, William Baxter, on one occasion was discussing 
what he considered to be the mission of the United States and Great 
Britain to civilize the globe. “ ‘Two nations!’ broke in a little sharp 
featured man,” Baxter recorded. “ ‘Guess there’s only one, stranger; 
goin’ to annex that island of yours one of these fine days;—don’t know 
how little Vic will like that, but got to do it, no mistake about that.’ ” 
And then there was the somewhat similar interruption to a general 
conversation reported by Alexander Mackay: “ ‘I know’d it,’ said a 
long Yankee from Maine; ‘we’re bom to whip universal nature. The 
Europeans can’t hold a candle to us already.’ ” 

In his oflBcial capacity as Secretary of State, Daniel Webster was in 
1850 to express much the same spirit when he arrogantly told the 
Austro-Hungarian charge that in comparison with the immense re¬ 
gions over which the power of the Republic held sway, the possessions 
of the House of Hapsburg “are but as a patch on the earth’s sur¬ 
face.” 

Such quotations might be multiplied indefinitely. The great role of 
the United States as the exemplar of liberty—for it was invariably 
liberty that was most heavily stressed—was the theme of hundreds of 
Independence Day orations. Flamboyant, grandiloquent, self-assertive, 
they reflected the naive bumptiousness of a young nation, inordinately 
proud of what it believed to be its innate superiority over the peoples 
of Europe, and superbly sure that the principles for which it stood 
would m time rule the entire world. For all the extravagance of such 
orations, they were an expression of the American spirit no less confi¬ 
dently reflected in Emerson’s characterization of America as “a beacon 
lighting for all the world the paths of human destiny,” and in Walt 
Whitman’s summation of the pioneer spirit: 


B^er, America and the Americans (London 1885) n 104- 

^e^der Ma^ay, TA. W^.^ern World (London, 1850) ’cuS’i^'Allan 

S ’ Through British Eyes (New York, 1948^, p 247 

GonH^L 2od*s E^<^cutioe Doclment'9, 31st 

^ SMsion p. 7, quoted in Thomas A. Bailey, A Diplomatic History 
of the American People (New York, 1940), p. 286, ^ 
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Have the elder races halted? 

Do they droop and end their lesson, 
earied over there beyond the seas? 

^Ve take up the task eternal 

In the 1850’s, their independent and self-confident spirit intensifie 
by the successes of the Mexican War, many Americans began to fin, 
continental boundaries too confining, A new sense of Manifest Destin 
caUed for overseas expansion—in the Caribbean and in the Pacific 
At the same time, the suppression of revolutionary movements i 
Europe once again gave rise to the idea of extending American suppoi 
to all peoples struggling for liberty. 

The stamping out of rebellion in Himgary and the visit of th 
patriot Louis Kossuth to the United States in 1851 awoke the livelies 
concern. Kossuth s cause was made a symbol of freedom. A grou 
knoism as “Young America” campaigned zealously for active allianc 
wth European republicanism,and a debate in the Senate foun 
William H. Seward and Leiris Cass insisting that the United State 
should speak out in defense of libert)-, svithout fear of offending foreig 
powers. There was nothing contrary to the principles enunciated b 
Washington and Jefferson, they argued, in seeking to e.xert at least 
moral influence on European affairs. 

Senator Robert F. Stockton of New Jersey further developed thi 
thesis. It was not Washington’s idea, he declared, that the Unite 
States should always be neutral. “W’e chose to nurse the infant Hei 
cules, until he should be able to encounter, upon more equal term' 
the monsters he \vas destined to overthrow.” That time had noA 
arrived, Stockton concluded, and today “we acknowledge no supe 
riors.” If he was stiU thinking perhaps of no more than an oflBcii 
declaration of ^American svmpathy for the European revolutionarie 
at least one member of the Senate was ready to go further. To prever 
interference by one nation with the freedom of another, said Senate 
Isaac P. Walker of ^Visconsln, “the country’ must interpose both he 
moral and physical power.” 

Such views were still strongly opposed, and by no one more vigoi 

For an interesting treatment of “the American dream” see Robert E. Spill( 
(ed.), Literary History of the United States (3 vols.. New York, 1949), 
192-215. 

Merle Curti, “ A'oung America,’ ” American Historical Review, XXXI 
(Oct., 1926), 34-55. 

^^Congressional Globe, 32nd Congress, 1st Session (Dec. 12, 1851), 51 
(Dec. 16, 1851), 105. 
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oudy by Charles Sumner. Intervention of any sort in Europe, he 
declared in a speech on December 10, 1851, “would open vials of per¬ 
plexities and ills which I trust our country will never be called upon 
to affront.” Then, using for perhaps the first time in public debate the 
tpirn that was to become so familiar, he continued: 

I inculcate no frigid isolation. God forbid that we should ever close our ears 
to the cry of distress, or cease to swell with indignation at the steps of 
tyranny! In the wisdom of Washington we find perpetual counsel. Like 
Washington, in his eloquent words to the Minister of the French Directory, 
I would offer synipathy and God-speed to all, in every land, who struggle for 
Human Rights; but^ sternly as Washington on another occasion, against every 
pressure, against all popular appeals, against all solicitations, against all 
h1anHishnnent.s, I would uphold the peaceful neutrality of the country.®® 


John C. Calhoun had already spoken out against any idea of break¬ 
ing with past tradition. It was a sad delusion, he told the Senate, to 
believe that it was the mission of the United States to spread civil and 
religious liberty over all the globe. To preserve liberty, it was necessary 
to adopt a course of moderation and justice toward all nations, to 
avoid war whenever it could be avoided, and to let the natural forces 
in operation in this country continue to work: “By pursuing such a 
course we may succeed in combining greatness and liberty—the high¬ 
est possible greatness with the largest measure of liberty—and do more 
to extend liberty by our example over this continent and the world 
generally, than would be done by a thousand victories.” 

The concern for European repubhcanism, which caused some trepi¬ 
dation on the part of foreign envoys to the United States even though 
the course recommended by Sumner and Calhoun was to prevail, ran 
parallel with that upsurge of imperialistic fervor which more directly 
challenged stay-at-home traditions. The expansionists of this period 
caUed most vociferously for the annexation of Cuba, but there was 
^o m many quarters a keen interest, as one observer reported, in 
“graspmg the magnificent purse of the commerce of the Pacific.” *2 


170 * Gom/i/ei<r Works (20 vok., Boston, 1900), III, 178- 
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After the Democratic victor)- in the election of 1852, President Pierce 
sounded ^vhat seemed to be a new and challenging note in foreign 
policy. His administration was not to be controlled “by any timid fore¬ 
bodings of evil from expansion.” While recognizing that the United 
States had heretofore been independent of European political compli¬ 
cations, he also went much further than any of his predecessors in ad¬ 
mitting that there were necessarily close ties between Europe anc 
America. In 1854 he said in terms that were to have even greater rele 
vancy a century later: “. . . As a nation we are reminded that what 
ever interrupts the peace or checks the prosperity of any part o 
Christendom tends more or less to involve our own.” 

An important motive behind the inter\-entionist suggestion that th' 
United States should take a more active part in world affairs was al 
ways the encouragement of trade and commerce. Such consideration 
had even entered into the movement in support of Europeam republi 
canism. ‘AVhat, speak of isolation!” Senator Pierre Soule of Louisian 
had cried out svhen opposition was expressed to any gesture in behal 
of Hungarian independence. “Have you no markets to secure for th 
surplus of your future wealth?” 

Economic factors were far more important in the drive for a bolde 
assertion of American influence and po^ver in the Pacific. The oppm 
tunities for commercial expansion, founded on great expectations i 
the future exploitation of the markets of China and Japan, had Ion 
since been wrapped in glittering promise. Trade with Asia had agai 
and again been stressed in public debate as an argument in favor ( 
the acquisition of California and Oregon.^® Just as commercial intere 
had supplemented Uberal sympathy for European revolutionaries, hov 
ever, so did idealism reinforce arguments for expansion across the wic 
reaches of the Western Ocean. The United States would carry abroa 
“science, liberal principles in government, and the true religion 
Thomas Hart Benton believed that America should “wake up ar 
reanimate the torpid body of Asia. ... The moral and inteUectu 
superiority of the White race will do the rest; and thus the younge 
people, and the newest land, svill become the reviver and regenerat 

of the oldest.” 


s: Messages of the Presidents, V, 198, m, 273. 

s. Congressional Globe, 32nd Congress, 1st Session (Mar. 22, 1852), 
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Under the impact of these expansive forces, the 1850’s witnessed a 
series of important moves extending American influence to the shores 
of Asia—the expedition led by Commodore Perry for the opening up 
of Japan, protracted negotiations and active intervention in China for 
the promotion of trade and commerce, and signature of an abortive 
treaty of annexation with the Kingdom of Hawaii. The imperialist- 
minded Perry would have gone further. In dispatches from the China 
seas he urged—though unsuccessfully—establishment of “a foothold 
in this quarter of the globe, as a measure of positive necessity to the 
sustainment of our maritime rights in the east.” 

There was already evident, in the middle of the nineteenth centuiy’, 
an apparent willingness on the part of some Americans to compensate 
for aloofness toward Europe through a more active policy in Asia. 
America had turned her back on the Old World. Its troubled rivalries 
represented only complications and dangers from which the United 
States was determined to be free. And there could be no denial that 
Great Britain controlled the Adantic. Once the yoimg Republic had 
stretched out to the Pacific shore, however, the horizons of a further 
world where the European powers were not so deeply entrenched 
dazzled ambition. The dictates of national security—to prevent Eng¬ 
land from “belting us about with her kingly powers”—commercial and 
business opportunity, and even the idea of national mission seemed to 
encourage expansion in this part of the globe, whereas everything 
counseled against involvement in the tinderbox of European politics. 
The advocates of such a program accepted the Pacific as an untram¬ 
meled oudet for the dynamic energy of the American people—and on 
its furthCT shores were the great nations of Asia, with all their incal¬ 
culable riches. 

The Orient appeared, indeed, to have a strange and wonderful fasci¬ 
nation. Thomas Hart Benton declared that whatever power controlled 
the Asiatic trade was destined to world dominance. In no instance 
had such trade, he said, “failed to carry the nation or people which 
Poss^ed it, to the highest pinnacle of wealth and power, and with it 
the highest attainments of letters, arts, and science.” 

Senator Seward, who became Lincoln’s Secretary of State, was the 


interested in Formosa, the Bonin Islands, and the 
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foremost proponent of Pacific expansion. He was convinced that Euro¬ 
pean commerce, politics, thought, and action were sinking in relative 
importance, and in an often-quoted phrase declared that “the Pacific 
Ocean, its shores, its islands, and the vast regions beyond will become 
the chief theater of events in the world’s great hereafter.” Here lay 
America’s future. Anticipating Alfred Thayer Mahan’s theory of sea 
po^^'er, Se\vard further insisted that “the nation must command the 
empire of the seas, which alone is real empire.” 

In spite of Seward’s enthusiasm, there were to be no further devel¬ 
opments in mid-century expansionism. The interplay of domestic poli 
tics, overshadowed by the dread fear of impending civil war, blockec 
anv move along these ambitious lines. The proposals for the extensioi 
of .American power in the Caribbean through the acquisition of Cub: 
came to nothing, the annexation treaty with Hawaii was dropped 
and further advance in eastern Asia lost popular support. Whei 
Buchanan took office in 1857, he affirmed the policy of noninterven 
tion in the affairs of other nations with renewed emphasis; “To avol 
entangling alliances has been a maxim of our policy ever since the day 
of Washington and its wisdom no one will attempt to dispute.” 


During the Civil ^Var the United States was confronted with 
threat to°the policy already known as the Monroe Doctrine that awol 
deep concern. Napoleon III set up svith the aid of French arms 
Mexican Empire under the Archduke Maximilian of Austria. Not ui 
til the ^var ^^•as over did Secretary of State Seward feel able to exercL 
any real pressure to thwart this mad adventure, but in 1866 he took i 
strong a stand that the French Emperor felt obliged to wthdraw z 
support from the already crumbling regime of his protege. At no tm 
did Seward officially mention the Monroe Doctrine. Nevertheless tl 
lesson ^vas not lost upon the chanceUories of Europe; it was bon 
home that the United States was determined to safeguard its mtere; 


in the Western Hemisphere.-*^ 

About this same time efforts were made to revive the impenal 
spirit of the 1850’s with demands voiced for further temtonal acqi 


3^ George E. Baker (ed.). The Works of Wilham H Seward (5 Bo^ 
1884) I ^49-250. See also Tyler Dennett, “Seward s Far Eastern Polic 
aZI'J. iZncI R.dru,. XXVIII (Oc.„ 1922). 41242. 

:B67-,9C7 (B.ld™n=, 1937), 


547-548. 



THE TRADITION OF ISOLATION 


17 


sdtions both on the continent and among the islands in the Pacific and 
the Caribbean. There were those who looked forward to the ultimate 
absorption of Canada within the Union, and wartime difficulties wiffi 
Great Britain had done nothing to dampen this historic ambition in 
expansionist circles. In his annual message to Congress in December, 
1868, President Johnson stated: “Comprehensive national policy would 
seem to sanction the acquisition and incorporation into our Federal 
Union of the several adjacent continental and insular communities as 
speedily as it can be done peacefully, lawfully, and without any \aola- 
tion of national justice, faith or honor.” 

The American people, however, were uninterested. Negotiations for 
the settlement of Anglo-American disputes thrust Canada into the 
background and island possessions awoke no popular appeal. Seward 
succeeded almost singlehandedly in bringing about the purchase of 
Alaska, but all his other schemes—the acquisition of the Danish West 
Indies, the Dominican Republic, the Hawaiian Islands, some sort of 
a foothold in China—foundered on the rock of public apathy. Nor 
was President Grant any more successful when he too urged the an¬ 
nexation of the Dominican Republic. He assured Congress that its 
people were yearning to embrace American liberty, but a treaty nego¬ 
tiated in 1869 was rejected.*® 

All arguments that expansion was both an opportunity and a duty 
failed to convince the country that it should embark on what Senator 
James A. Bayard, Jr., of Delaware, called “the vast and trackless seas 
of imperialism.” The domestic problems growing out of the war ab¬ 
sorbed popular attention. As Seward ruefully admitted, the public 
refused to dismiss them in order “to entertain the higher, but more 
remote, questions of national extension.” ** 

The opposition to any close ties with Europe was also reinforced in 
this period. France had appealed in 1863 for American cooperation in 
a move to bring pressure on Russia to induce her to deal more le¬ 
niently with rebels in Poland. In refusing this request, Seward fell back 
on the advice of the founders of the Republic. He admitted that Wash¬ 
ington had thought that the time might come when the United States 
should play a more active role in foreign affairs. He stated that there 


*2 Messages of the Presidents, VI, 688. 
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had been frequent occasions “which presented seductions to a depar- 
re from wha^ superficially viewed, seemed a course of isolation Ld 
indifference. Nevertheless, Seward said, the avoidance of aU such 
temptation still sound doctrine: “Our policy of non-intervention 
straight, absolute and peculiar as it may seem to other nations ha^ 
become a traditional one, which could not be abandoned without the 
most urgent occasion, amounting to a manifest necessity.” 

If a desire to maintain Russian friendship during the Civil War may 
in part have motivated this answer, no such political consideration 
could have affected Seward’s attitude five years later in avoiding such 
an apparently innocuous foreign engagement as American adherence 
to the Geneva Convention establishing the International Red Cross. 
He declared on this occasion that it had always been deemed question¬ 
able, if not unwise, for the United States to become a party to any 
instrument to which there were many parties and “nothing but the 


most urgent necessity should lead to a departure from this rule.” 

The reasons for this renewed emphasis upon isolationism, which 
was to become increasingly accentuated in the next few years, are not 
difficult to discover. The America of post-Civil War years was launched 
on the great era of industrial development. National attention and 
national energy were primarily absorbed in the development of indus¬ 
try and the settlement of the West. Moreover, to an even greater de¬ 
gree than in the years before the war, a sense of security and potential 
power made events in other parts of the world seem of only the most 
remote concern. As President Johnson again pointed out, the geo¬ 
graphic position, territory, and production of the coimtry made it 
“singularly independent of the varying policy of foreign powers and 
protect us against every temptation to ‘entangling alliances.’ ” 

Popular interest in foreign affairs sank to the lowest ebb in all 
American history—^in comparison with either pre-Civil Wsr days or 
the twentieth century. Henry Cabot Lodge wrote that they filled “but 
a slight place in American politics, and excite generally only a languid 
interest,” and Henry Adams later observed that the “Secretary of 
State exists only to recognize the existence of a world which Congress 


■** Department of State, Diplomatic Correspondence, 1862—€3, Part II, pp. 
737-739, quoted in Charles A. Beard and G. H. E. Smith, The Idea of National 
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would rather ignore.” The New York Sun even suggested abolition of 
the diplomatic service on the ground that it had outlived its useful¬ 
ness. “It is a costly humbug and sham,” this paper said. “It is a nurse 
of snobs. It spoils a few Americans every year, and does no good to 
anybody.” While these quotations undoubtedly give an exaggerated 
picture, for Americans were always concerned with what went on in 
the world, they reflect the general popular attitude toward diplo¬ 
macy.^® 

Although the spirit of self-confidence and self-sufficiency was not as 
naive as it had been in the 1840’s, the conviction that Americans were 
inherently superior to any other people had in no way altered. It was 
inculcated through school textbooks. “The United States are the 
freest, most enlightened, and powerful government on earth,” one of 
them stated, adding with a nice note of condescension that the people 
of Germany were “intelligent,” and in France “the better classes are 
refined and cultivated.” Here such different figures as William Jen- 
nings Bryan and Andrew Carnegie could find a common meeting 
ground. “Behold a republic increasing in population, in wealth, in 
strength and in influence, solving the problems of civilization . . .” 
cried the Great Commoner. *'The old nations of the earth creep on at 
a snail’s pace; the Republic thunders past with the rush of the express,” 
echoed the exuberant steelmaster. . . America already leads the 
civilized world.” 

The influence of the immigrants, as in earlier periods, greatly 
strengthened the popular attitude toward nonentanglement in Euro¬ 
pean affairs. America symbolized liberty, opportunity, and peace; 
Europe stood for suppression, poverty, military conscription, and war. 

I will speak of Americanism as the great representative of the re¬ 
formatory age, as the great champion of the dignity of human nature, 
as the great repository of the last hopes of suffering mankind,” Carl 
Schurz, the German-bom Republican political leader, exclaimed.®^ It 
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was the voice of countless new Americans who rejected the Europe 
from ^vhich they had fled, and would at all costs have kept America 
uncontaminated from the e\-ils of foreign association. 

Of immense importance in further building up the feeling of self- 
reliance and security that persuaded the American people they could 
safely ignore all other countries was the belief that the great wheat- 
gro^ving areas of the Midwest had become the granaiv’ of all the world 
and made Europe entirely dependent on America. ^Vhat has been 
characterized as "the mnh of the garden” created the illusion that, 
here ^\ithin continental boimdaries, could be finally realized the great 
dream of .American empire which had stirred the imagination since 
colonial daty.®- Manifest Destiny did not seem to call for overseas ex¬ 
pansion as there arose on the ^vestem plains a new agricultural Eden. 
To safeguard the future, it was only necessaty- to raise protective bar¬ 
riers that would enable the American people to go their outi waty free 
of all foreign distractions and insulated from all alien influences. 

This complex of forces operative in the post-Civil AVar decades— 
the tradition of nonintervention, a basic ser^e of security, the feeling 
of national superiority—appeared to emphasize more strongly than 
ever the ^\•isdom of a foreign policy that so studiously avoided all 
foreien commitments or overseas adventure. The popular view was 
clearly expressed in President Cleveland’s inaugural in 1885: 


The zenius of our institutioris, the needs of our people in their home life 
and the auendon which is demanded for the settlement and development ol 
the resources of our vast territory dictate the scrupulous avoidance of an^ 
depanure from that foreign policy commended by the history, the tradidons 
and the prosperitv of our Republic. It is the pohcy of independence, favorec 
bv our position and defended by our known love of jusdee and by our power 
It is the policy of peace suitable to our interests. It is the policy of neutrality 
rejeedng any share in foreign broils and ambidons upon other condnents anr 
repellins their intrusion here. It is the policy of Monroe and of AN ashin^oi 
and Jefferson—"Peace, commerce, and honest friendship wth all nadons 
entanding alliances trith none. ’ 


This was the summation of isolationist doctrine. 
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CHAPTER 2 


America Looks Outward 


I N MANY respects Cleveland’s vigorous statement on foreign policy 
was the swan song of an older era. Forces were stirring that were 
to bring about a sharp break with the traditions of the past. The 
United States was soon to find itself launched on a new role in world 
affairs, and in casting off old moorings the American people were con¬ 
fronted with uncertainties and confusions that were to endure into the 
long future. 

A first sign of a changing attitude toward the nation’s position in 
the world was a revival during the 1890’s of earlier imperialistic am¬ 
bitions. The expansion to which this led was opposed as a repudiation 
of the doctrines laid down by the founders of the Republic; it was 
defended as a necessary move in support of these same principles. 
Over against the arguments of those who maintained that overseas 
bases would inevitably entangle the United States in the affairs of 
other countries was advanced the theory that only through such de¬ 
fensive outposts could the nation effectively safeguard its traditional 
freedom of action. The facts of expansion were more conclusive than 
all such discussion. As a world power, America could no longer escape 
the interweaving of her destiny with that of other nations. 

A number of closely related factors provided the impetus for the 
overseas extension of national boundaries. The virtual completion of 
western settlement and the closing of the frontier combined with the 
widespread agrarian distress of the 1890’s to create a different attitude 
toward the future potentiaHties of inland empire than the optimistic 
outlook of earlier decades. As impoverished farmers suffered the re- 

2T 
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current scourges of drought, dust storms, and insect plagues, as well 
as the dowTiward swing of grain prices, the myth of the garden was 
shattered. It again seemed necessary, as it had for a time in the 1850’s, 
to look beyond ocean barriers to realize the full destiny of the 
United States. In a svorld in which the mounting rivalry of the Euro¬ 
pean nations for foreign colonies and overseas spheres of influence 
foreshado\ved dangerous shifts in the existing balance of power, the 
American people felt that in the interests of their oun well-being and 
ultimate safety they could not stand aside. Moreover, immediate eco¬ 
nomic need was said to point toward the desirability of overseas ex¬ 
pansion. The tremendous growth of industry' gave rise to a widely held 
belief that new markets were essential to absorb the surplus of domestic 
manufactures. Something had to be done, the expansionists declared, 
to pre\-ent such markets from falling under the control or domination 
of European tmde rivals. And finally, the reinsigoration of earlier con¬ 
cepts of the nation’s destined role in spreading abroad republican or 
democratic principles ser\ ed notably to strengthen the demands of 
both political and economic ambition. 

James Bryce, the most acute British observ'er of the American scene, 
suetrested in a friendly warning that the main though perhaps little- 
realized motive in the minds of many expansionists resulted from the 
notion “that it is a fine thing for a great country' to have vast terri¬ 
tories, and to see marked as her ow'n, on the map of the world, do¬ 
minions beyond her natural borders.” ^ Yet it w'as something more 
than this. As they had formerly operated in favor of abstention from 
world affairs, so now the assumed dictates of national security, the 
interests of trade and commerce, and the historic belief in a national 
mission \vere svorking together to set the United States on an entirely 


new course. . 

Its world position could hardly have been more dramaticaUy 

changed than it was during the brief tsvo decades bet^veen 1885 and 
1905. A Na \7 that had been inconsequential, ranking below that of 
Chile rose to third place among those of the major nations and svas 
soon to be second. With the annexation of Puerto Rico, establishment 
of a protectorate over Cuba, and the seizure of Panama, complete 
control was established over the Caribbean and the approaches to ^ 
isthmian canal. The occupation of Hawaii and Guain, « 

Philippines, ex-tended the frontier to the western Pacific, while the 

1 James Br>ce. “The Policy of .4nnexation for .4merica,” Forum, XXIV 
fDec.. 1897), 392. 
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pronouncement of the Open Door policy in China and mediation in 
the Russo-Japanese war further enhanced American influence in the 
affairs of eastern Asia. Before the period drew to a close, a new note 
was struck in relations with Europe. American participation in the 
Algeciras Conference, involving a Franco-German dispute over rights 
in Morocco, showed a concern over the continental balance of power 
foreshadowing still further foreign involvements. 

Addressing Congress in 1902, Theodore Roosevelt expounded ideas 
that had found no place in Cleveland’s message less than twenty years 
earlier: 


As a people we have played a great part in the world, and we are bent 
upon making our future even larger than the past . . . Our place must be 
great among the nations. We may either fail greatly or succeed greatly; but 
we cannot avoid the endeavor from which either great failure or great 
success must come. Even if we would, we cannot play a small part. If we 
should try, all that would follow would be that we should play a large part 
ignobly or shamefully.® 


The first concrete evidence of a renewed interest in overseas expan¬ 
sion was a series of moves to build up American strength In the Pacific. 
If it was to be left to Captain Mahan to develop most persuasively the 
arguments for sea power, they were consciously or unconsciously given 
practical application through our tightening bonds with Samoa and 
Hawaii. President Harrison, coming into office in 1889, looked with 
grave concern on foreign intrigues in these islands. He was determined 
to secure American communications with the Far East and block any 
other power from Pacific domination. 

His administration also showed a growing interest in an isthmian 
canal, for which Nicaragua was at this time believed to be the logical 
site, and in the general extension of American influence in the Carib¬ 
bean. It went on record as considering a canal under the exclusive 
control of the United States “a matter of highest concern.” Moreover 
It was as protection for such a canal that Secretary of State Blaine took 
a pap out of Seward’s book in trying to lease naval bases in Santo 
Donungo and Haiti, and considering the purchase of the Danish West 
Indies.® 

While Blaine himself was especially concerned with promoting the 


^ Compilalion oj ihe Messages and Papers ol 
e tlu S' .Tdf® • Washington, 1904), X, iu. ^ ' 
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commercial interests of the United States throughout South America, 
the canal project was closely tied in with the expansion of American 
power in the Pacific. It was insistently argued that this interocean linV, 
if adequately safeguarded by naval bases, would assure the United 
States a controlling influence in that part of the ^vorld. It could be 
done, a contributor to the Forum declared in 1887, “without depart¬ 
ing too far from our republican tendencies of a small army and nav)', 
and without in\’ol\'ing ourselves too much in international complica¬ 
tions.” * The isles of the Pacific and the great potential markets of 
eastern Asia were once again arousing the popular imagination. 

Interest in Samoa led to the establishment, in 1889, of a tripartite 
protectorate over those islands, shared by Germany and Great Britain. 
Although interpreted by its critics, if not its supporters, as a first de¬ 
parture from the doctrine of no entangling alliances, its importance 
mav easily be exaggerated. Samoa w'as far aw'ay, of relatively little 
strategic or commercial value, and American commitments were 
strictly limited. The strength of old traditions was clearly demon¬ 
strated, however, by the charge that in concluding the Samoan treaty 
the United States had inUted the risks and dangers of foreign en¬ 


tanglement against which the founders of the Republic had so wisely 
warned.^ 

New ties %rith Hawaii brought up the same issue. A step toward the 
annexation first contemplated in mid-century had been taken when 
the United States leased Pearl Harbor as a naval station in 1887. In 
the face of Ugorous protests by England and France, for these two 
nations were scheming for establishment of a joint protectorate over 
Hawaii somewhat similar to that set up in Samoa, the United States 
refused to admit anv foreign restraint whatsoever upon its Hawaiian 
policy. “We planted a Gibraltar in the heart of the Pacific,” Senator 
John T Morgan of Alabama would later state, “which is stronger and 
better and more useful than the Gibraltar that commands the Medi¬ 
terranean sea.” ® The idea of sharing such a vital base with any other 
power, especially Great Britain, at once aroused alarm even among 


- H C T-ivlor “The Control of the Pacific,” Forum, III (June, 
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those who opposed the idea of annexation. Pearl Harbor was repeat¬ 
edly said to be the key to the Pacific. Its complete control, far from 
violating the established principles of American foreign policy, was 
considered by expansionist congressmen as a necessary projection of 
the Monroe Doctrine. 

Cleveland was comanced that Hawaii fell within the .American 
sphere of influence. Disclaiming any idea of interference with the 
islands’ autonomy, he insisted in 1886 that “the intimacy of our rela¬ 
tions with Hawaii should be emphasized.” ' Developments that might 
have been foreseen were soon to follow upon such an ambiguous pro¬ 
gram. Seven years after Clev^eland’s statement, a revolutionarv' uprising 
engineered by the islands’ American residents, and supported by official 
representatives of the United States, pro\ided an opportunity for 
annexation which the outgoing Harrison Administration was quick to 
seize. The “American solution” of Hawaii’s future so long envisaged 
by Pacific expansionists appeared to be at hand. 

It was once again delayed. Before the Senate could act upon the 
annexation treaty, quickly concluded by the United States and the 
Hawaiian Provisional Government, the administration in Washington 
changed. Cleveland, re-elected in 1892, was back in office. He may 
have been willing to stress the intimacy of Ha^vaiian-.American 
relations, but he immediately withdrew this pact from Senate consid¬ 
eration. And soon thereafter he took occasion to condemn the protec¬ 
torate over Samoa. Although he recognized the importance of 
preventing other nations from establishing control over such island 
bases in the Pacific, he still believed, in the words of an earlier message, 
that the “acquisition of new and distant territory’ or the incorporation 
of remote interests with our own” could not be reconciled with “the 
tenets of a line of precedents from Washington’s day, which proscribe 
entangling alhances with foreign states.” ® 

There were political implications in Cleveland’s stand, over and 
beyond his own stubborn opposition to overseas possessions. The Re¬ 
publicans had become the party of imperialism. While their platform 
in 1892 had reaffirmed adherence to the principle of no entangling 
alhances, it had also called for “the achievement of the manifest des¬ 
tiny of the Republic in its broadest sense.” ® Had it not been for the 
return of the Democrats to power, expansion might well have taken 

^ Messages of the Presidents, VIII, 500 
^Ibid., VIII, 327. 
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place even before the Spanish-American War. In Februarv-, 1893, a 
reporter of the Washington Star wrote; “There is vers' good reason for 
believing that if he [Harrison] had been re-elected, an aggressive for- 
eign policy would have been the most marked feature of his adminis¬ 
tration and that the end of another four years would have found this 
country in possession of strong points of advantage, from a naval point 
of \’iew, in the South Atlantic and in the Pacific . . 

This is mere conjecture. Nevertheless the expansionist drive was 
steadily gaining momentum, and for all his anti-imperi alism Cleveland 
ironically enough was soon to stimulate the spirit underlying it even 
more than had his predecessor. This ivas a result of his belligerent 
insistence, in 1895, that England accept arbitration in her dispute 
with Venezuela over the boundary' of British Guiana. Neither expan¬ 
sion nor an entangling alliance were immediately involved. Cleveland 
was no more than reaffirming the principle that the Western Hemi¬ 
sphere was an exclusb'e sphere of .American influence. Nevertheless the 
note which his Secretary of State, Richard Olney, dispatched to Eng¬ 
land, and his own subsequent message to Congress on the issue, had a 
tremendous influence in arousing the nation to a new realization of 
the role that the United States might play in world affairs. More than 
that, it encouraged a jingoism that was deeply to affect later policy 
toward Spain. 

The position taken by Olney in first calling Great Britain to account 
w'as that anv dispute invoK'ing the boundary of Venezuela directly 
affected the United States under the terms of the Monroe Doctrine. 
He maintained that this country could not stand aside w'hile the rights 
of Venezuela ^vere assailed, and was wholly warranted in insisting that 
the entire issue be submitted to arbitration. The tone of Olney’s note 
was harsh and peremptory—he w'ould later state that only words the 
equi\alent of blows” could make any impression upon England—and 
he did not hesitate to give the broadest possible interpretation, regard¬ 
less of historical validity, to the scope of American interests in Latm 

America. „ 

The United States had a primary interest in the cause of se - 
government, Olney further stated, and it was one for which its people 
“mic^ht not impossibly be wrought up to an active propaganda. C^n- 
eraliv thev were content—“the age of the crusades had passed to 
assert such interest only ^vhen their own security and welfare de- 

loyvashin^on Feb. 1, 1893. quoted in Pratt, Expansionsists of 1898 
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manded it. The latter considerations ruled, Olney implied, wherever 
liberty was threatened in the New World. The warning to Great Brit¬ 
ain against any intervention in the affairs of the Westein Heinisphcie 
was then heavily emphasized in the following passage: ‘ Today the 
United States is practically sovereign on this continent, and its fiat is 
law upon the subjects to which it confines its interposition ... Its 
infinite resources combined with its isolated position render it master 
of the situation and practically invulnerable as against any or all other 
powers.” “ 

When England then denied that the dispute over the Venezuela 
boundary in any way involved the Monroe Doctrine and rejected the 
demand that the issue be arbitrated, Cleveland took an even firmer 
stand. On December 17, 1895, he called upon Congress to set up a 
commission of inv'estigation and advised that, after its report had been 
made, the United States should be prepared to resist by all the means 
in its power any attempt by Great Britain to exercise jurisdiction over 
territory that “we have determined of right belongs to Venezuela.” '- 

Congress and the greater part of the nation’s press wildly applauded 
Cleveland’s belligerent message and for a time there was talk of \^•ar. 
Fortunately, more realistic counsels prevailed on both sides of the 
Atlantic. England agreed to accept arbitration and further negotiations 
were conducted in a friendly atmosphere that marked the beginning 
of a new era in Anglo-American relations. However, the deeper signifi¬ 
cance of this crisis over Venezuela, precipitated by Cleveland, was 
most clearly expressed by Captain Mahan: “It indicates as I believe 
and hope, the awakening of our countiymen to the fact that we must 
come out of our isolation, which a hundred years ago \vas wise and 
imperative, and take our share in the turmoil of the world.” 


About this same time, another development reflected and intensified 
the new stirring of national power. The United States %vas building a 
modem Navy. From the 1880’s on, indeed, the demand for a biseer 
Navy ran hand in hand with that for a more vigorous foreign policy. 
What do the nations of the earth care about your moral power after 

Relations 
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you leave your own shores?” asked Senator Charles W. Jones of 
Florida. And Representative Washington C. Whitthome of Tennessee, 
anticipating Mahan, again pointed out that those nations which in 
past histon- had attained “the highest rank in dominion, power and 
civilization” were invariably nations with “powerful navies and com¬ 
mercial marine.” 

The actual start on new construction was rather slow. Congress 
authorized four steel vessels (equipped, however, with sail as well as 
steam power) early in the 1880’s, and additional construction during 
this decade included a number of armored cruisers. But these vessels 
were for coastal defense only. “It is no part of our policy,” President 
Arthur had announced, “to create and maintain a navy able to cope 
\sith that of the other great powers of the world.” It was not until 
1890 that a Naval Policy Board, especially appointed by Secretary 
Tracy to study naval requirements, first stressed the need for a fighting 
fleet that vsould be strong enough to protect the highwavs of com¬ 
merce. It was no longer practical for the United States to think solely 
in terms of coastal defense, this report stated, for there were already 
indications that its isolation “wiU soon cease.” The Policy Board de¬ 
clared that the conception of a European balance of power now had 
world application. The United States should be ready to uphold the 
Monroe Doctrine as well as to repel possible invasion of its owm terri- 
tor\'.'® 

The misgivings of a public still reluctant to accept this interpreta¬ 
tion of America’s changing world role—or to acknowledge possible 
threats to national security—compelled the big-Navy advocates to 
move cautiously. The new vessels for which appropriations were made 
in 1890 were officially identified as “sea-gomg coastline battleships” m 
a neat attempt to reconcile the contradictory’ concepts of isolation and 
world power. Nevertheless there appeared to be steadily increasmg 
popular support for a fleet that would be able to safeguard American 
interests in all parts of the world rather than remam tied to home 
ports. By the close of the century’, successive appropriations had pro- 
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vided a formidable array of seventeen battleships, six armored cruisers, 
and three monitors, together with protected cruisers, gunboats, and 
other small craft, in comparison with the handful of obsolescent, al¬ 
most unarmed, wooden ships that had made up the Navy in 1880.^' 
Even before the Spanish-American War there was a glo\ving pride 
in this new fleet which led the martial-minded to ^v•elcome any test of 
its effectiveness, if not actually to seek out such a trial. Representative 
Champ Clark of Missouri appeared ready for all comers. “Now that 
we are the most puissant nation on the globe,” he declared grandilo¬ 
quently, . . the American Republic . . . warns Europe, Asia, and 
Africa to keep their hands off the Western Hemisphere on the penalty 
of being thrashed within an inch of their lives.” 


In spite of Samoa and Hawaii, the Venezuela incident, and the 
agitation for a big Navy, foreign policy issues were by no means a 
dominant preoccupation during the early 1890’s. The people as a 
whole were more deeply absorbed in the problems of economic de¬ 
pression, agrarian revolt, embittered labor disputes, and the excitement 
and hysteria of Populism. Yet there was evidence on every hand of a 
growing interest in the larger part America might take in international 
affain. To some extent this interest reflected an attempt to escape 
from domestic ills. The frustrating and divisive problems that the 
nation faced, so far as its internal economy was concerned, encour¬ 
aged the popular demand for a “vigorous” foreign policy as something 
upon which all elements in the population could agree. There was a 
close and continuing relationship between domestic discontent and the 
jingoism so evident at the time of the Venezuelan crisis, and between 
the later Populist demands for Free Silver and Free Cuba.'® Magazine 
articles, newspaper editorials, congressional debates, and public 
speeches, in sharp contrast with the apathy of the previous decade, 
ag^ and again reverted to the theme of extending commercial and 
political interests beyond their traditional boundaries. 
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One important factor in a%v-akening this interest in overseas expan¬ 
sion was the sense of racial superiority derived from the evolutionary 
theories set forth by Charles Darvsin, and popularized in this country 
by such men as the philosopher John Fiske and the poKtical scientist 
John W. Burgess. The idea of survival of the fittest in the biological 
struggle for existence was carried over to the competition of racial 
groups. The Anglo-Saxon people, it was maintained, had demon¬ 
strated their superior fitness, especially in government, and were fated 
to extend their rule over those people less fortunately endowed. There 
could be no question that ultimately they would produce a civilization 
grander than anything the world had ever known. 

Fiske firmly believed that because of the superiority of their insti¬ 
tutions and the growth of their power, the Anglo-Saxons were boimd 
to lead the -svorld. Having already spread out over two hemispheres, he 
declared, they could not fail “to keep that sovereignty of the sea and 
that commercial supremacy” first acquired in the settlement of Amer¬ 
ica. Burgess %vas con\Tnced that Anglo-Saxons were uniquely endowed 
\vith the capacity- for establishing national states, were foreordained 
to earn' political institutions to all parts of the world, and conse¬ 
quently "must have a colonial policy.” 

Even more assertive in the development of such ideas was Josiah 
Strons, a prominent Congregational minister and enthusiastic e\-an- 
selist. Flis widely read and widely quoted Our Country, going through 
scores of successive cheap editions, had a pen-asive influence. The 
Anglo-Saxon, Strong wTote, held in his hands the destinies of man¬ 
kind, and the United States was “to become the home of this race, the 
principal seat of his power, the great center of his influence. 

Strong’s starting point was his concern with world evangelization, 
reflecting the powerful missionary impulses of this generation in 
.American life. He ^vas con^•inced that such evangelization was the 
bounden duty of the Anglo-Saxon people. With their two great ideals 
of spiritual Christianity- and ciHl Uberty, they had risen by a proce^ 
of natural selection to world pre-eminence. Strong saw the race spread- 
h.cr out from its principal seat in North America over the earth- 
rnm-ing dow-n upon Mexico, down upon Central and South A^enc^ 
out upon the islands of the sea, over upon Afnca and beyond. An 
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can any one doubt,” he asked rhetorically, “that the result of this 
competition of races ^vill be the ‘sur\'i\'al of the fittest ? 

It was the unique task of the United States, Strong further believed, 
to make certain that this expansion spread abroad American national 
ideals. The introduction to Our Country stated in succinct summan' 
its author’s Uews, . As goes America, so goes the world.” Here, 
in terms embodying the new' theors' of evolution, ^vas the old and re¬ 
current theme of America as the regenerator of all mankind. 

When Our Country w'as first published in 1885, there was still little 
thought of extending American territoiy' overseas. The program of 
world evangelization, especially emphasized in the case of the peoples 
of Asia, was nevertheless to give important support to the economic 
and political forces later w'orking for e.xpansion. Religious groups 
throughout the nation gradually united behind the “imperialism of 
righteousness.” In 1900, Strong published another little book, entitled 
Expansion under New World Conditions, in which he staunchly up¬ 
held this concept: “It is time to dismiss 'the craven fear of being 
great,’ to recognize the place in the world which God has gi\ en us and 
to accept the responsibilities w'hich it devolves upon us in behalf of 
Christian civilization.” 

The widely held views on the racial superiority of the Anglo-Saxon 
people and on their colonizing genius were of immense importance in 
the 1890’s. They served to build up a popular belief that non- 
Caucasians were totally unfit to play an independent role in modem 
civilization. It was not chance that such ideas, applied to the peoples 
of Asia, coincided with a renew'ed emphasis throughout the South on 
racial discrimination and “Jim Crow” legislation.-® 

Moreover, the idea of Anglo-Saxon superiority blinded even the 
thoughtful to the possibility of an awakening among the colored races 
which might some day lead them to challenge the domination of the 
white race. Many writers of the 1890’s foresaw the effect upon the 
international balance of pow’er of the gradual decline of British 
strength, appreciated the significance of the rise of Germany, and 
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a Navy in turn had to have overseas bases to operate effectively away 
from its home ports. 

These ideas, although not altogether new, had directlv influenced 
the Naval Policy Board report in 1890—the same year in which Mahan 
published his first important magazine article—and they were to ha\ e 
a steadily broadening impact. Mahan was not content. ho\vever. with 
building up naval strength. He emphasized the need for a foreign 
policy clearly breaking with the past in every respect. His arguments 
brought together, logically and persuasively, the several factoid sup¬ 
porting an emergent imperialism: the “aggressive restlessness” under¬ 
lying the struggle for survival among the great powers, the consequent 
necessity for the United States to build up predominant economic and 
political strength, and the moral responsibility of the nation to main¬ 
tain a position which would enable it to uphold law and justice in an 
international society.^® 

Mahan strongly advocated the construction of an isthmian canal 
and American dominance in the Caribbean ; he enthusiastically sup¬ 
ported the principle of exclusive control over both Samoa and Hawaii. 
These, however, were only preliminary' steps. He wrote in 1893: “The 
annexation, even, of Hawaii would be no mere sporadic effort, irra¬ 
tional because discoimected from an adequate motive, but a first-fruit 
and a token that the nation in its evolution has aroused itself to the 
necessity of cany-ing its life—that has been the happiness of those 
imder its influence—beyond the borders which have heretofore suf¬ 
ficed for its activities.” 

In his vision of a new and dynamic America, building up political 
and economic power throughout the world, Mahan outran the \ie\vs 
of many other contemporary imperialists. While they sought to recon¬ 
cile expansion with the traditional policy of the past, in that a stronger 
United States could continue to go its own way and effectively safe¬ 
guard its freedom of action, Mahan candidly recognized that this was 
impossible. The United States, he wrote in 1894, ^vould be led “to cast 
aside die policy of isolation which befitted her infancy” and assume 
commitments, heretofore unwise, in canying forward the nation’s “in¬ 
evitable task, and appointed lot in the work of upholding the common 
interests of civilization.” 
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The course he proposed, as elaborated somewhat later, was an “im¬ 
plicit admission of entanglement in that net known as ‘world politics ’ ” 
The challenging lise of Germany, already an ominous development on 
the European scene, and a recognized community of interests between 
Great Britain and the United States in part grots-ing out of the threat 
to both nations of German imperialism, seemed to point to the advis- 
abihts of a closer Anglo-Saxon accord. The friction tvith Germany 
o\-er the Samoa issue, and recurrent fears of Germany attempting 
inter\ ention in the affairs of Latin America, had strengthened not only 
Mahan’s ideas along such lines, but those of many other Americans. 
For \vhile there was still rivalry beUveen England and the United 
States, the fundamental importance of their common bonds of race 
and language, of the basic similarity of their aims and aspirations, was 
becoming ever more widely recognized. 

There were numerous proposals for an actual alliance. Mahan was 
not ready to go this far. doubting that such an alliance would receive 
popular support, but he strongly urged “accordant relations” with 
Great Britain as a means of presenting united resistance to any further 
manifestations of German imperialism.^^ The caution he displayed in 
not wanting to move too fast was based upon the soimd premise that 
“in our countrs' national policy, if it is to be steadfast and consistent, 
must be identical with public con\'iction.” 

One of the most influential converts to Mahan’s basic thesis was 
Henry Cabot Lodge. Throughout the 1890’s, in both current periodicals 
and on the floor of Congress, the Massachusetts senator stressed the 
vital importance of naval expansion—‘'it is the seapower that is essen¬ 
tial to the greatness of every great people”—and, further echoing 
Mahan’s \-icws, he repeatedly declared that widi the conquest of the 
continent ‘‘the .American people had begun to turn their eyes to those 
interests of the United States which lie beyond our borders and yet so 
near our doors.” Lodge called for a Nicaraguan canal, annexation of 
Hawaii, and the maintenance of .American influence in Samoa. He 
favored the purchase of the Danish West Indies and even suggested 
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that of Greenland. He looked confidently toward American dominance 
in the Caribbean, if not further south, and the ultimate annexation of 
Cuba. In an article for the Forum, published in March, 1895, he 
wrote: “The great nations are rapidly absorbing for their future ex¬ 
pansion and their present defense all the waste places of the earth. It 
is a movement which makes for civilization and the ads ancement ot 
the race. As one of the great nations of the world the United States 
must not fall out of the line of march.” 

In one significant respect, however. Lodge differed with Mahan. 
While believing that the United States had to emerge from the isola¬ 
tion of the past, he continued to oppose any entanglement in world 
politics. In a traditional sense he maintained an “isolationist” rather 
than an “internationalist” position. He held that while “the citadel of 
our power and greatness as a “nation” lay within the United States 
itself, there were nevertheless “outworks essential to the defense of 
that citadel which must neither be neglected nor abandoned.” With 
such outworks and a powerful Navy, the United States would be 
strong enough to guard the Western Hemisphere, would have no need 
for alhances, and would retain its historic freedom of action. Lodsre 

O 

urged this policy upon American statesmen “if they would prove 
themselves worthy inheritors of the principles of Washington and 
Adams.” 

Another enthusiastic disciple of Mahan and a close associate of 
Lodge was the young Theodore Roosevelt. He too accepted without 
hesitation the complete Mahanite doctrine of America’s need for a big 
Navy and overseas bases. The importance of driving all European 
powers including England—out of the Western Hemisphere became 
almost an obsession. Roosevelt repeatedly insisted on the advisability 
of ^^nexing Hawaii and building a Nicaraguan canal, impulsively 
writing Mahan on one occasion that if he could have his way, he 
would “hoist our flag over the island [Hawaii], leaving all details’ for 
after action.” Addressing the Naval War College, he called for a big 
Navy— peace is a goddess only when she comes girt with sword on 
thigh”—and expressed a new conception of how foreign policy mic^ht 
be conducted in stating that “the diplomat is the seiA^ant, not the 
master of the soldier.” 
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When he became Assistant Secretary of the Navy, Roosevelt could 
exercise more direct pressure. He was constantly promoting his ideas, 
as revealed in his correspondence, through talks with Secretarj^ of the 
Navy Long and President McKinley."® How close were the ties linking 
Mahan, Lodge, and Roosevelt in their common conviction of the need 
for asserting American power is revealed in a letter which Roosevelt 
vvTOte Mahan on May 3, 1897. After expressing his desire to throw 
Spain entirely out of the Caribbean, he added: “I need not say that 
this letter must be strictly private. I speak to you with the greatest 
freedom, for I s>'mpathize with your views, and I have precisely the 
same idea of patriotism, and of belief in and lov’e for our country. But 
to no one else excepting Lodge do I talk like this."^ 


In the growing volume of articles dealing with foreign policy, there 
was sometimes a sharp note of dissent. In his warning against im¬ 
perialism, in vs'hich he acknowledged he differed vsith his “valued 
friends” Captain Mahan and Theodore Roosevelt, Biyce insisted that 
the United States did not need colonies. They were not alwav’s a 
source of strength, he declared, and their acquisition would be “a 
complete departure from the maxims—approved by long experience— 
of the illustrious founders of the Republic.” Carl Schurz, the German- 
American leader and as stubborn an anti-imperialist as Cleveland, 
vigorously attacked the new Manifest Destiny and the whole idea of 
ov'erseas expansion. Wilham Graham S umn er, political scientist and 
sociologist, stoutly declared that the annexation of overseas territory 
ran directly counter to the principles laid down in the 1780’s, which 
were to avoid high politics, the balance of power, and what Franklm 


had termed the “pest of glory.” 

Nor did Mahan’s mercantile imperialism arouse any enthusiasm at 
this time in co mm ercial circles. While the attitude of the nation s dom- 
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inant business interests was later to change, when overseas expansion 
held out the immediate promise of new markets and trade opportuni¬ 
ties, it was definitely anti-imperialist until after the outbreak of war 
with Spain. Two of the more important journals representing the busi¬ 
ness community, the Journal of Commerce and the Commercial and 
Financial Chronicle, were originally opposed to both the annexation 
of Hawaii and American control of a Nicaraguan canal. The idea that 
the United States needed the canal to defend the islands, and the 
islands to defend the canal, seemed absurd to the former newspaper. 
In September, 1897, it declared that there was “no excuse whatever 
in our commercial or our political interests” for running the risk of 
such dangerous complications.®® 

The voice of these skeptics, however, was almost drowned out in 
the steady barrage of expansionist propaganda in the mid-1890’s. The 
editorial notes appearing in the Review of Reviews constantly dwelt 
on the expansionist theme. Echoing Seward’s prophecy of half a cen¬ 
tury earlier, the Pacific was said to be “the theater of great e\ ents in 
the coining century,” and Americans were called upon to renew their 
faith “in the old American doctrine of our ‘manifest destiny.’ ” The 
Literary Digest gave much space to articles by Mahan and other like- 
minded writers. In August, 1897, it reported that the Trans-Mississippi 
Congress, presided over by William Jennings Br)-an, had approved 
resolutions for the annexation of Hawaii, construction of the Nica¬ 
ragua canal as an American enterprise, and recognition of the inde¬ 
pendence of Cuba.'*® The Forum was also highly receptive to articles 
favoring a more expansive foreign policy. It published a number by 
John R. Proctor, chairman of the Civil Service Commission and 
friend of Roosevelt, which especially stressed the importance of Amer¬ 
ican domination of the Pacific. 

This latter publicist also drew attention, as early as 1897, to what 
he believed to be a danger to American interests in eastern Asia from 
Russian imperialism. “Now, the expanding empire of the Slav,” he 
wrote, “threatens to absorb the descendants of the Mongols, a^d to 
establish an ernpire more powerful than the all-conquering empire of 
Genghis Khan.” Proctor was prepared to accept imperialism as a clear- 
cut alternative to isolationism. He proposed a series of treaties \v-ith 

8, 1897, quoted in Pratt, Expansionists of 

(Aug. 



38 


AMERICA S RISE TO WORLD PO\ST:r 


Great Britain, the Netherlands, and Japan setting up a Monroe Doc¬ 
trine for the North Paafic and the islands of the Indian Ocean.« 

On the eve of war with Spain, an editorial in the Overland Monthly 
published in San Francisco, frankly called for abandonment of the 
tradition stemming from Washington’s FareweU Address. The subju¬ 
gation of the continent had been sufficient to keep the American 
people busy at-home for a centur)-, it said, but now that the continent 
was subdued, “we are looking for fresh worlds to conquer” The edi¬ 
torial stressed as had so many earlier articles “the colonizing instinct” 
of the Anglo-Sa-xon race, and warned conservatives that, whether they 
liked it or not, this instinct could not be denied.** 


The \Vashington Post interpreted in much the same way the temper 
of the nation. “A new consciousness seems to have come upon us—the 
consciousness of strength -and svith it a new appetite, the yearning to 
show our strength.” There was no avoiding our destiny, the Post con¬ 
tinued, for the taste of empire was in the mouth of the people—“it 
means an imperial policy, the RepubUc renascent, taking her place 
with the armed nations.” ** 


When the policies so urgently promoted by the expansionists of the 
1890’s were finally put into effect, the explanation repeatedly advanced 
was that the nation had been swept along by forces beyond its control. 
“No man, no part)',” John Hay said, “can fight with any chance of 
final success against a cosmic tendency.” ** And Mahan wrote, with 
what might appear to be undue modest)-, “No man nor group of men 
can pretend to have guided and governed our people in the adoption 
of a new policy, the acceptance of w-hich has been rather instinctive— 
I would prefer to say inspired—than reasoned.” Senator Albert J. 
Beveridge of Indiana spoke simply of “the xmseen hand of God.” 
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There would seem to be some reason to question this interpretation 
of the startling events that at the close of the nineteenth ccntuiy cre¬ 
ated an American empire. While the United States could not remain 
aloof from world affairs in view of its inherent power and a shrinking 
globe, this did not mean it had to embark on territorial expansion 
overseas. The forces making for such a move were very powerful, rep¬ 
resenting as they did what seemed to be the demands of national 
security, commercial advantage, and an obligation to spread abroad 
American principles. Nevertheless they might not have carried the 
day had it not been for the insistent propaganda of the expansionists 
themselves. Their skillful appeal to popular emotions was of decisive 
importance in creating public support for imperialism. 

The motives of the expansionists greatly differed. Josiah Strong was 
carried away by evangelical fervor; Mahan was absorbed in a dream 
of national power for its own sake; Lodge was intrigued with the 
political possibilities of imperialism; and Roosevelt perhaps transferred 
to national policy his own propensity for martial actis ity and exciting 
adventure. The imperialists were alike, however, in urging action that 
they felt would build up the influence and prestige of their country. 
And this emphasis helps to explain the indifferent attitude of spokes¬ 
men of the industrial interests whose power was all important in 
domestic matters. The original imperialists, in spite of Mahan’s mer¬ 
cantile theories, were not primarily concerned with economic advan- 
tage. They tended to be highly scornful of the business civilization 
epitomized by the McKinley administration. They wished to see the 
United States become something more than a nation of tradesmen and 
manufacturers, and Roosevelt is found favoring even war to give the 
people “something to think of which isn’t material gain.” When 
they urged overseas expansion, they were thinking primarily in terms 
of national honor and national glory. 

The stage thus appeared set, as the 1890’s drew to a close, for some 
active, positive manifestation of the imperialistic spirit that was itself 
an expression of the new-found power of the United States. There was 
needed only a catalytic agent to precipitate the reaction. This was 
provided by war wdth Spain. 
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CHAPTER 3 


Imperialist Adventure 


T he SPANISH-AMERICAN War was an epochal turning point 
in American history. Intervention in the revolutionary situation 
that had developed in Cuba gave the imperial-minded the opportunity 
they were seeking. In emphasizing the position of the United States as 
a world power, it created a demand for action as a world power—and 
in 1898 that meant imperialism. 

\Vhile the forces making for the war itself drew much of their 
strength from the same sources that had given rise to the imperialist 
spirit of the day, the immediate cause for hostilities was not expansion¬ 
ist ambition. It was primarily an emotional response on the part of 
the American public to the plight of a colonial people struggling for 
freedom against foreign rule. Heretofore the United States had gone 
no further than to try to exercise a moral influence in support of the 
principles for which it stood. Where liberty was assailed and peace 
endangered so close to American shores, in a neighboring coxmtry with 
^vhich American ties had long been exceedingly close, there was a 
mounting popular feeling that the nation could not stand aside. It is 
true that excitement was whipped up by a conscienceless “yellow 
press” whose owmers w’ere first and last interested in the circulation 
chains to be made through lurid atrocity stories. Nevertheless the un¬ 
happy lot of the Cubans instinctively appealed to the deepest humani¬ 
tarian and libert)^-lo\ing instincts of the American people. 

The crisis ^^'ith Spain had been long in the making. No sooner had 
rebeUion broken out in Cuba in February, 1895, than American inter- 
est was engaged and the press began to express sympathy for the revo¬ 
lutionaries^ Nevertheless Cleveland refused to be swept away by any 
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jingoistic outburst, even when Congress passed a resolution favoring 
recognition of Cuban belligerencv. He resolutelv stood his ground in 
the face of popular clamor. For a time interest in the rebellion then 
gave way to the more immediate excitement of the noisy battle over 
free silv’er in the presidential campaign of 1896, but once the Repub¬ 
licans were returned to power with the election of McKinley, the issue 
again surged to the front. 

While the new President was a man of peace no less than his prede¬ 
cessor, his position became increasingly difficult as popular feeling 
continued to be inflamed by the crass sensationalism of ne^vspaper 
reporting on conditions in Cuba. The prevailing excitement was then 
further heightened by the Spanish minister’s inept blunder in writing 
a letter in which he referred to McKinley as “weak and a bidder for 
the admiration of the crowd,” but the most telling incident in arousing 
the war fever was the sinking of the Maine in Havana harbor. When 


word was received on February^ 15, 1898, of this disaster to one of the 
nation’s prized new battleships, there was a hysterical demand for 
immediate intervention in the Cuban struggle. .Although -American 
representations in Madrid appeared to be on the point of persuading 
the Spanish government to grant an armistice to the Cuban rebels, 
public opinion was not assuaged. The unhappy President, overwhelmed 
by the political pressures under which he was laboring, finally felt that 
he had no alternative other than to give in to them. In spite of Spain’s 
virtual capitulation to his diplomatic demands, he went before Con¬ 
gress on April 11 and asked authority to use the .Army and Naw to 
end hostilities in Cuba. T his was war.^ 

In their martial enthusiasm, the American people took up arms to 
redress the wrongs inflicted on the Cuban people and to defend the 
national honor against a challenge to peace and justice, s%mbolized 
by the sinkmg of the Maine, that a proud nation could not imore 
But the expansionists, for long in favor of Cuban intervention for^more 
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Dractic^ reasons, ^vere quick to seize upon the opportunities war 
forded to build up national power and acquire possessions m both 
the Caribbean and the Pacific. While the idealistic impulses behind 
(Wencan action led to the adoption of a self-denying ordinance in 
tvhich the United States disclaimed any intention to annex Cuba, 
nothing was said in this resolution about the rest of Spain’s colonies. 
There were no barriers to prevent a war undertaken to free Cuba 
from being utilized to acquire other overseas bases or dependencies. 

In these circumstances, the dramatic news that Commodore George 
Dewey had overwhelmed the Spanish fleet at Manila Bay on May 1, 
1898, at once excited the nation. The presence at this juncture of an 
American fleet off the Philippines was due to an unusual series of 
events in which the jingoistic Theodore Roosevelt had played no 
small part. In his zeal for a war to drive Spain out of the Western 
Hemisphere, Roosevelt had not overlooked the fact that there were 
also Spanish possessions in the Pacific. As Assist^mt Secretary of the 
Na\ 7 , he had been instrumental in the appointment of Commodore 
Dewey to the command of the Asiatic Squadron and in the dispatch 
of orders calling upon him in the event of hostilities with Spain 
promptly to begin “offensive operations” in the Philippines.^ 

It little mattered to the general public, however, how American 
forces happened to find themselves in such a distant and xmexpected 
theater of %var. A new note had been sounded on the Pacific shores, 
cried an exuberant member of Congress—“a note that has echoed and 
re-echoed' around the world.” The Philippines immediately became 
the great prize. “They must be ours,” Senator Lodge enthusiastically 
wrote Henry' White. . . We hold the other side of the Pacific, and 
the value to this country is almost beyond imagination.” From Theo¬ 
dore Roosevelt, about to sail for Cuba with the Rough Riders, came 
an importunate letter insisting that there should be no talk of peace 
until there was assurance that “we get Porto Rico and the Philippines 
as well as secure the independence of Cuba.” ^ 

Ne\vspaper after newspaper took up the refrain of empire. The 
euns of Dewey at Manila have changed the destiny of the United 
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States,” exclaimed the Washington Post. . . Wc are face to face 
with a strange destiny and must accept its responsibilities. An irnpenal 
policy!” “Our war in aid of Cuba has assumed undreamed of dimen¬ 
sions,” the Philadelphia Record declared; . . willy nilly we have 
entered upon our career as a world power.” * 


The first definite move toward imperialism was not the acciuisition 
of a Spanish colony but the annexation of Hawaii. The drive to take 
over this Pacific outpost had already been renewed and, as the Philip¬ 
pines so surprisingly swung into the national orbit, it gathered great 
momentum as a war measure, and supposedly a necessary one. Yet 
even now Hawaiian annexation was not universally approved. Al¬ 
though it had become a declared objective of administration policy— 
“We need Hawaii just as much and a good deal more than wc did 
California,” McKinley told his Secretary. “It is manifest destiny.” *— 
overseas possessions of any sort still seemed a startling innovation to 
the general public. The congressional and popular debate on Hawaii 
in the summer of 1898 brought out all the old arguments revolving 
about the world role of the United States.'’ 

Thus the advocates of annexation argued that the control of Hawaii 
was essential for the promotion of trade and commerce. American in¬ 
action would encourage the growth of foreign influence in the islands 
and there could be no further delay in fulfilling what was at once a 
national mission and national destiny. Hardly a speaker in Congress 
failed to cite the reasons for annexation so persuasively advanced by 
Captain Mahan in his elaboration of the unportance of American con¬ 
trol of the Pacific.’^ 


The opponents of annexation were unconvinced by arguments for 
naval supremacy, commercial advantage, or fulfillment of a moral 
obligation. The “unconquerable Anglo-Saxon lust for land” came in 
for caustic criticism and M!anifest Destiny was dismissed by one 
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spe^er as nothing more than ‘‘the specious plea of every robber and 
freebooter since the world began.” Once the United States started on 
a course of colonial expansion, it was sternly insisted, the way would 
be open for the disintegration of the Republic. The anti-annexationists 
agam pleaded with Congress to recall the advice of Washington and 
Jefferson. Colonialism could only mean that the United States would 
become a party to every European quarrel over foreign territories, one 
representative stated, and no longer would “our ancient peace abide 


The position taken by George F. Hoar, RepubUcan senator from 
Maine, has a special interest. He favored the annexation of Hawaii, 
but entirely on the grounds of national defense. The islands lay within 
a line dra^^’n from the Aleutians to the southern tip of California, 
Hoar pointed out, and in the event of possible war with Japan, their 
possession by the United States would be vital to American security. 
“I believe that this is a contest,” Hoar stated, “to be settled now peace¬ 
fully or to be settled hereafter by force between America and Asia.” 
He was nevertheless opposed to imperialism per se. If Hasvaiian an¬ 
nexation were the first step in the acquisition of dominion over bar¬ 
barous archipelagoes in distant seas, or of involvement in European 
rivalries in eastern Asia, Senator Hoar declared, he would have none 
of it—“then let us resist this thing in the beginning, and let us resist it 
to the death.” However he had convinced himself, after much medi¬ 
tation, he told the Senate, that “the fear of imperialism is needless 
alarm.” ® 


Senator Hoar was wrong. The annexation of Hawaii, finally 
brought about through a joint congressional resolution approved by 
the President on July 7, 1898, set up a powerful precedent for the 
acquisition of other overseas territory. It broke the pattern of the past. 
It gave solid encouragement to the imperialists who believed, with 
Mahan, that Hawaii was but a first token that the nation was prepared 
to cany' its life beyond the borders which had heretofore sufficed for 
its actisaties. As the annexation resolution made its way through Con¬ 
gress, Lodge was confidently able to report to Roosevelt that there was 
every indication that the McKinley administration was “fully com¬ 
mitted to the large policy that we both desire,” and that “the whole 
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policy of annexation is growing rapidly under the irresistible pressure 
of events.” 

K this pressure of events was irresistible, it was not for ss ant of the 
continued efforts of the proponents of expansion to give it the desired 
(hrection. They had not only had their hand in initiating naval opera¬ 
tions in the Pacific, but behind the scenes continued to exercise all 
possible pressure upon the President to persuade him to adopt their 
views. They played skillfully upon the emotions of a public all too 
ready to be convinced that where once the flag had been raised it 
should not be hauled down. “VVe see already.” wrote Walter Hines 
Page on May 9, 1898, “the beginnings of an ‘Imperial’ party , , 
Lodge did not need Roosevelt’s insistent urging to make sure that 
there was no talk of peace until “we get Porto Rico and the Philip- 
pmes. ’ He was doing everything he could along just this line. For a 
tune Mahan appeared somewhat hesitant about leeping the more dis- 
tMt islands. In spite of his expansionist ambitions, he las not certain 
of their benefits from the point of view of naval strate-v. He did be- 
heve that Luzon and at least one of the Ladrones should be retained 

L the broader view that all the Philippines 

should be in American hands.^^ 

On one occasion Lodge and Mahan spent the evening with Secre¬ 
tary of State Day. After discussing Philippine annexation for two 
hours, they were greatly heartened by Day’s statement that “we could 

with McKinley, Lodge further reported to the an.xious Roosevelt that 
e^oumgmg process had been made even though the President was 

odge added, and they were going to use their ver^- considerable in¬ 
fluence vnth the President “in the right direction.” There were also 
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b^sador Hay, who Lodge expected would be one of the peace com 
m^ioners, the importance of keeping at least Manila and Luzon.» 
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A ne^v• and exuberant imperialist ally was Albert J. Beveridge, soon 
to be elected senator from Indiana. It was his ambition to be “the 
forming and the shaping mind which is to mark out our foreign pol¬ 
icy, and ^vhile he never quite attained this role, he unquestionably 
exercised a veiy’ real influence in marshaling popular support for over¬ 
seas expansion. No public figure of the day was more conwnced of the 
cmlizing mission of the Anglo-Saxon race and the manifest destiny of 
the United States to become a dominant world power. 

T\vo days after the outbreak of war, Beveridge told an astounded 
Boston audience that “the Philippines are logically our first target,” 
and from the first reports of Dewey’s victory' acquisition of the entire 
archipelago had no more ardent champion. Vigorously attacking those 
who he believed were trying to make political advantage of the “preju¬ 
dice of the people in favor of the old Washington dictum about 
isolation,” he called upon the country' to seize this opportunity for 
commercial and strategic advantage. “The Philippines not contigu¬ 
ous?” he asked. “Our navy' will make them contiguous.” There could 
be no question of the significance of what was taking place: “It is 
God’s great purpose made manifest in the instincts of our race, whose 
present phase is our personal profit, but whose far-off end is the re¬ 
demption of the world and the Christianization of mankind.” 

For all their concern with national power for its oNvn sake, the ex¬ 
pansionists had never neglected commercial adv'antage in promoting 
their program, and in the summer of 1898 they finally began to win 
support from business leaders. If the latter had originally paid little 
attention to Mahan’s exposition of mercantile imperialism, turning a 
deaf ear to earlier summons to overseas adventure for the sake of trade, 
new developments at home and abroad were causing a sharp shift in 
their attitude. In the grovUng conviction that new outlets had to be 


found for .American goods if the national economy were to prosper, 
both manufacturers and exporters looked more and more avidly toward 


velt and Lodge, I, 313, 323-324; Lodge to White, Sept. 23, 1898; Nevins, 
Henry White, p. 137. It is perhaps a temptation to exaggerate the ot 

Roosevelt and Lodee in their vehement promotion of imperialism. A. W. Gris¬ 
wold has ^-ritten, “however: “. . . .American diplomacy in the Far East m 
particular would, for the next fifty' years, bear Ae stamp of these two per¬ 
sonalities.” The Far Eastern Policy of the United States (New York, 19 ), 

.'.°B.verid.e .« George W, Perkin, May 3, 1898 quoted b Claude G 
Bowers. Beieridge and the Progressive Era (New York, 1932), p. 71. 
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what were believed to be the tremendous potentialities of the Far East¬ 
ern market. And at this very time the European powers appeared to 
be dosing the door to American trade in China tlirough the estabhsh- 
ment of exdusive spheres of influence and the seizure of Chinese terri¬ 
tory. 

In such circumstances, the Philippines seemed to offer the United 
States an opportunity to secure a foothold in eastern .\sia tliat \NOuJd 
counteract these developments by estabhshin? a stratesric base for 
American commercial operations in China. The business communitv 
swung over to the imperialist camp. There was wide endorsement for 
Lodge’s statement that hfanila was the great prize "and the thin? 
which will give us the Eastern trade.” and for Beveridcre's declaration 
that “the trade of the world must and shall be ours.” 

The Journal of Commerce, so strongly opposed to anne.xationist 
ideas during the mid-1890’s, was convinced by 1898 of the need for a 
more active China policy, and after the battle of Manila Bav it be¬ 
came frankly imperialistic. Failure to retain the Philippines, the Jour¬ 
nal insisted, “would be an act of inconceivable folly.” Their acquisition 
was necessary to establish an impregnable defense position in the 
Pacific, and the nation could not “calculate upon another opportunity 
if this be neglected.” 

The Wall Street Journal believed that the United States should re¬ 
tain at least enough interest in the Philippines to assure a coahng 
station or naval base in Asiatic waters in view of the possible effects 
of “the breaking up of China.” The American Banker stated that the 
chance to e.xpand in the Pacific, just as Europe appeared to be raovinc^ 

toward a division of China, was “a coincidence which has a prosdden- 
tial air.” 


This change m the attitude of the business communits- is perhaps 
most graphically revealed in the altered views of Mark Hanna. A. the 
^kesman for American industry in the high councils of the Repub- 
hcan party, he had opposed war with Spain and overseas expansion as 
^tenmg the economic stability the countrv was enjosdn, after the 
^pr^on days of the early 1890’s. There is the storv of an incensed 
Theodore Roosevelt shaking his fist in Hanna’s face and shoutincr “we 
will have this war for the freedom of Cuba in spite of the timidirt of 

of Roose.ell ar^d 

" JoLh .f r ’ the Progressive Era, p, 169. 

°f Commerce and Commercial Bulletin, Jan. 12 1898 

Mrnal, May 5, 1898, and Amencan Banker May 11 1898 
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the commercial interests.” When the war gave a new impetus to 
prospentt-, however, Hanna began to change his mind about the pos¬ 
sible benefits from an imperialistic policy. At first somewhat undecided 
about the PhiHppines, The Nezv York Times quoting him in midsum¬ 
mer, 1898, as going no further than to say “we at least ivant a foothold 
on those islands,” he ivas ultimately con\-inced that possession of them 
all was necessary-. And only one argument appeared to him completely 
valid—the position of the Philippines in relation to China: “If it is 
commercialism to svant possession of a strategic point giving the Amer¬ 
ican people an opportunit\- to maintain a foothold in the markets of 
that great Eastern countrsy for God’s sake let’s have commercialism.” 

Other Americans, dazzled by the vision of empire but reluctant to 
confess to economic or prestige motives, once more found their justifi¬ 
cation for an expansionist policy in the obligation of the United States 
to assume its share of the ci\ilizing mission of the Anglo-Saxon race. 
Rudyard Kipling’s stirring call to “take up the ^Vhite Man’s burden” 
was to fall on responsive ears.-^ The “imperialism of righteousness” 
had a tremendous popular appeal and the religious press of the coun- 
tr\-, ss'ith few exceptions, came out forthrightly in favor of expansion 
on the grounds of dut\- and responsibility. The Churchman was for a 
time critical of the whole idea of Philippine annexation, but before 
the close of 1898 it too had fallen in line: “\Voe to any nation brought 
to pass svhere it is called to guide a weaker people’s future which hesi¬ 
tates for fear its osvn interests srill be entangled and its own future 
imperilled by the discharge of an unmistakable duty.” 

The moralistic approach to expansion was governed not only by the 
traditional idea of .4merica’s role in spreading abroad her owm prm- 
ciples of ciGl and religious liberty but also by the immediate oppor¬ 
tunity for evangelization in the Philippines. The difficulty of 
reconciling a commitment to freedom with the imposition of colonial 
controls svas easily met. It was maintained that the Filipmos were 


19 Henr\- F Prinele. Theodore Rooseielt (New York, 1931), p. 179. 

".oThe .NVx- York Tirr.cs. July 31. 1898, and Oct 20, 

Rhea Dulles. America in the Pacific (Boston, 19 j 2), pp. ' . 
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1899 Correspondence of Roosevelt and Lodge 1, 003. „ 
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eager for the blessings which American rule represented. “Did we need 
their consent to perform a great act for humanit) ?" McKinley was 
later to ask. “We had it in ever)' aspiration of their minds, in even.’ 
hope of their hearts.” Even when they showed something less than 
enthusiasm for exchanging the yoke of Spain for that of the United 
States, the argument was turned to suggest that they needed onlv a 
period of tutelage in order to appreciate the larger freedom that 
would be actually theirs under American laws and institutions. 

With imperialist orators declaiming upon national prestige and 
power, the business journals talking of the needs of trade and com¬ 
merce, and the religious papers emphasizing duK and obligation, there 
seemed to be little question of where the countrs’ was heading. Al¬ 
though political partisanship sometimes drew a line benveen Republi¬ 
can enthusiasm and Democratic skepticism, a Literary' Digest survey 
of newspaper opinion early in September found an oveiwhelminsf 
majority of nationwide papers favoring either retention of all the 
Philippines or at least establishment of a naval base. Only a half 
dozen proposed American withdrawal.-^ 

Still, it was not the new'spapers nor the imperialist orators who were 
charged with making decisions on foreign policy. The war once won. 
It was the responsibility of the President to draw up the peace terms 
to be offered Spain. It was his function within the nation’s constitu¬ 
tional framework to present a program that the American people as a 
whole, acting through Congress, could then either accept or reject. 

On taking office McKinley had given various assurances that there 
would be no “jingo nonsense” about his administration.-® Nevertheless 
he had bowed to popular clamor on the issue of war with Spain; and 
he was now to be won over completely to the new spirit of imperidism. 
Within his own official family there w^ere counteracting forces. The 
pressure of the imperial part)' was balanced by a more hesitant Cab¬ 
inet. Nevertheless the President early cast his lot with the expansion¬ 
ists, and he thenceforth helped create imperialist sentiment quite as 
much as he followed it. 

He lost no time in ordering troops to the Phifippines and Ladrones 
to secure the fruits of Dewey’s %ictor)' at Manila Bay—a move ^vhich 

p. 25^8."^"^'’''’""^ 3rd Session (Feb. 27, 1899), 

(Sept. 10, 1898), 307-308. 
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Lodge logically interpreted as assuring his conversion to “the We 
policy. He was thus directly responsible for an involvement in Philip 
pine affairs which could have been avoided by the immediate with¬ 
drawal of the American fleet.'® 

Early in June, on the evidence of messages from Secretary Day to 
.Ambassador Hay in London, he was still thinMng of retaining only a 
single port in ^e Philippines and the island of Guam, in addition to 
Puerto Rico. Yet svhen possible armistice terms were discussed in the 
Cabinet a month later, with differences of opinion developing over 
whether anything more than a naval base should be retained hi the 
Philippines, AIcKinle^ s attitude had already changed.^' He had made 
the significant decision that, as a condition of any armistice, the United 
States would hold Mamla pending conclusion of a treaty that would 
determine the control, disposition, and government of the islands as a 
whole. The instructions he then gave his peace commissioners on Sep¬ 
tember 16 were still far from definitive, but they marked a further 
forward step. The “march of events rules and over-rules human ac¬ 
tion,” the President said, and the United States could not escape the 
duties imposed upon it by the Ruler of Nations. It would be impossible 
to "accept less than the cession in full right and sovereignty of the 
island of Luzon.” -® 

Nor was this, of course, the end. A nationwide tour in October in 
which liis imperialistic speeches were widely acclaimed, a joint state¬ 
ment from the peace commissioners that if Luzon were to be retained 
the practicalities of the situation stressed the need for holding the 
other islands, and a growing threat of foreign complications finally 
cominced McKinley that either all the Philippines should be taken or 
none of them. “The latter is wholly inadmissible,” the Secretaiy' of 
State cabled the peace commissioners in behalf of the President, “and 
the former must therefore be required.” 


This decision was made even before ofl5cial reports had been received of 
Dewey’s \ictory. State Department, Correspondence Relating to the War zvith 
Spain (2 vols., Washington, 1902), II, 635. Later McKinley was reported to 
have said “If old Dewey had just sailed away when he smashed the Sp^sh 
fleet, what a lot of troulile he would have saved us.” H. H. Kohlsaat, From 
McKinley to Harding (New York, 1923), p. 68. 
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Some time later the President told a group of visiting clergvmen 
how he had reached his final decision: 


The truth is I didni want the Philippines, and when they came to us, as 
a gift from the gods, I did not know what to do \sith them. \\'hen the 
Spanish War broke out, Dewey was at Hongkong, and I ordered him to eo 
to Manila and to capture or destroy the Spanish fleet, . . . But that was as 
far as I thought then. 

... I thought first we would take only Afanila; then Luzon; then other 
islands, perhaps, also. I walked the floor of the \\ hite House nisht after 
night until midnight; and I am not ashamed to tell you. eentlemen, that I 
went down on my knees and prayed .•klmightv' God for lisht and guidance 
more than one night. And one night it came to me this way—I don’t know 
how it was, but it came: (1) That we could not give them back to Spain— 
that would be cowardly and dishonorable; (2) that we could not turn them 
over to France or Germany—our commercial rivals in the Orient—that 
would be bad business and discreditable; (3) that we could not leave them 
to themselves they were unfit for self-government—and they would soon 
have anarchy and misrule over there worse than Spain’s was; and (4) that 
there was nothing left for us to do but to take them all. and to educate the 
Filipinos, and uplift and ch-ilize and Christianize them, and bv God's erace 
to do the best we could by them. . . .And then I went to bed', and went to 
sleep, and slept soundly, and the ne.\t morning I sent for the chief engineer 
of the War Department (our map-maker) and I told him to put the 
Philippines on the map of the United States ... and there they are, and 
there they will stay while I am President! 


Whatever may be said of the President’s vision in the night, the 
treaty of peace mcorporated his major conclusions. Spain was required 
to relinquish her sovereignty over Cuba, and to cede the Philippines, 
Guam, and Puerto Rico. In recognition of the somewhat dubious 
aspect of Its claims upon the Philippines, the United States paid an 
award of $20,000,000 on their account. The war had driven Spain 
from the Western Hemisphere and from the Pacific; the United States 
n^Q become 3 . coIonisJ power. 

The c^sion of the Philippines was of course the most important 
feature of the treaty. One other line of action McKinley might have 
en: the establishment of a protectorate over the islands, with a 

independence once their people had 

bvdJ^dt" a program, however, would have 

^oKed the Umted States quite as much in the power politics of the 
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Pacific as annexation without what %vere expected to be annexation’s 
benefits. A protectorate was indeed frequently suggested, but with the 
country so imperialist-minded it had little pop^fiar support and no 
appeal for the President.^^ 


McKinley was unquestionably conforming to what had become 
predominant sentiment in adopting a policy that first embraced the 
annexation of Hawaii, then the acquisition of Puerto Rico, Guam, and 
the Philippines, and was soon to add Samoa to our Pacific possessions. 
Nevertheless the countiy was by no means unanimous in its willinsness 
to expand national boundaries overseas. The treaty \«th Spain caused 
a renewal of the debate that had been initiated with the annexation of 
Hawaii—a debate that was to continue for another two years with 
gathering intensity. 

The imperialists held almost every advantage. Theirs was the posi¬ 
tive, acti\ e policy ^s•hich reflected the new sense of power of the Amer¬ 
ican people, and the compelling idea that to surrender wartime gains 
was somehow to impair the national prestige established by trial of 
arms. The stand taken by the anti-imperialists was necessarily a more 
negative one. They appealed to the past, to tradition, to the Consti¬ 
tution—to the well-tried principles of a century of experience. It was 
not. however, the risks of foreign entanglement growing out of over¬ 
seas expansion that most alarmed them. It was the \iolation of repub¬ 
lican principles in seeking to establish rule over an ahen people. They 
condemned any colonial pohcy as a repudiation of the basic tenets of 
.American democracv. Emphasizing the national comrmtment to liberty 
which had been advanced as justif^-ing interv'ention in Cuba, they lost 
no opportunity to stress the irony of ha\-ing a war to overthrow' Span¬ 
ish colonialism lead to the creation of an American empire. 

In the political arena there was no more determined foe of impenal- 
bm than Senator Hoar. The annexation of Ha^^'aii was one thing, he 
stated, but that of the Philippines was quite another; and he categon- 
callv denied that the United States had any right, in law' or consaence, 
to ?ovem a subject people. To do so, he told the Senate, would be 
^‘d“scending from the ancient path of republican liberty which the 
fathers trod do^^'n into this modem sw'amp and cesspool of impenal- 


ism.’ 

31 This was, indeed, the proposal in the Democratic platform of 190C>-in. 
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His colleague Senator Lodge took the lead in defending the new 
colonial policy. He drew upon all the arguments that had already been 
used so effectively in winning support for the annexation of Hawaii, 
and in addition emphasized the duty of the United States to fulfill the 
obligations that devolved upon it as a result of victory over Spain. In 
words that should have returned to plague him twenty years later, he 
further stated that to hold back now from approving the treaty with 
Spain would be a repudiation of the President, and in such a matter 
this repudiation was “the humiliation of the United States in the eyes 
of civilized mankind and brands us as a people incapable of great 
affairs or of taking rank where we belong, as one of the greatest of the 
great world powers.” Ratify the treaty and accept the cession of the 
Philippines, Lodge insisted, and he was confident that the nation 
would successfully carry out “a great, a difficult, a noble task.” 

The fight in the Senate was a hard one. Partisanship played its usual 
role, but it was an extremely tangled situation and Republican and 
Democratic lines were often crossed. The intervention of William Jen¬ 
nings Bryan, strongly anti-imperialist but convinced that the treaty 
should be ratified and the issue of Philippine independence then sub¬ 
mitted to the people, had a decisive influence in swinging a number of 
Democratic votes to the treaty’s support. Nevertheless it was not until 
the last minute that the administration forces were assured of the 
backing necessary to uphold their policy. Then, on February’ 6, 1899, 
the peace treaty was approved by a slim margin of two votes. Even 
more significant of the division of opinion was the rejection, by the 
casting vote of the Vice-President, of a proposed Senate resolution 
defimtely promising the Filipinos their independence.^* 


Although American possession of the islands had by this act become 
an accomplished fact, future policy toward the Filipinos was still un¬ 
decided. The anti-imperialists were determined to keep up their fight. 
Their position, moreover, appeared to be dramatically vindicated 


Ibid., pp. 958-960. 
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when on the ver^- eve of the Senate’s action—although not apparently 
affecting it—insurrection broke out in the Philippines. The United 
States found itself fighting a ^var, \vhich ^s•as to cost more both in Hves 
and money than the entire war against Spain, to compel the Filipinos 
to accept the blessings being imposed on them. Two succ^sive missions 
endeavored to persuade them to acknowledge American rule, offering 
them a large measure of self-government, but in meeting the challenge 
of insurrection the McKinley Administration stood finnly on the 
ground that “the supremacy of the United States must and s\ill be 
enforced throughout every- part of the Archipelago.” 

The imperialists themselves Avere appalled by this new situation. 
They generally agreed, however, that American authority had to be 
established; the flag could not be lowered. W illiam Howard Taft, ap¬ 
pointed to head the second Phihppine Commission, told McKinley 
that he could not approve .American policy, and for himself did not 
\vant the Philippines. “Xeither do I,” a disillusioned President is said 
to have replied, “but that isn’t the question. We’ve got them.” 

If the imperialists were shaken, the anti-imperialists found their 
worst forebodings confirmed. They renewed their assaults on adminis¬ 
tration policv. .A number of anti-imperialist leagues had been formed 
the pre\ ious vear and they were now dra%\Ti into a national association. 
Coneress and the public were bombarded mth denunciations of the 
military action to suppress Fihpino revolt, and with resolutions calling 
for immediate recognition of the independence for which the islanders 
were fiehting. Included in the anti-imperialist ranks were Senator 
Hoar and Carl Schurz, Republicans; such otherwise incompatible 
Democratic leaders as Cleveland and Bryan; the industrialist Andrew 
Carnegie and labor leader Samuel Gompers; and almost all the fore¬ 
most writers of the day.^' Finley Peter Dunne was caustic in his criti¬ 
cism : Mark Twain wrote his angiy pamphlet “To a Person Sitting in 
Darkness” and William Vaughn Moody his moving “Ode in Time of 
Hesitation”: 


Tempt not our weakness, our cupidin-! 
For save we let the island men go free. 


-^Senate Document 208, 56th Congress, 1st Session, p. 151. 
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Those baffled and dislaureled ghosts 
Will cune us from the lamentable coasts 
Where walk the frustrate dead . . . 

O ye who lead, 

Take heed! 

BLindness we may forgive, but baseness we wll smite.^^ 


There was no real cohesion in the anti-imperialist forces, however, 
and it was still the past fighting against tvhat many .\mericans consid¬ 
ered the future. The infinitely beguiling vision of empire was given 
perhaps most eloquent expression when Beveridge rose to make his 
maiden speech in the Senate on January 9, 1900. Moral obligation 
and commercial opportunity could not have been more skillfully 
blended, but the note emphasized even more strongly was national 
influence and prestige. In line with the tradition of which Setvard had 
been such an ardent spokesman half a centuiy- earlier, Beveridge be¬ 
lieved that the Pacific would be all important in the twentieth century' 
and the scene of any future world conflicts; “The power that rules the 
Pacific, therefore, is the Power that rules the world. And, with the 
Philippines, that Power is and will forever be the .American Repub¬ 
lic.” 


It was magnificent oratory'—“ye could waltz to it,” the irrepressible 
Mr Dooley commented—but this did not prevent Senator Hoar from 
nsmg on the floor of the Senate to challenge quietly, even sadly, this 
concept of American destiny: “I heard much calculated to excite the 
imagination of youth seeking wealth or of youth charmed by the 
dream of empire. But the w'ords Right, Justice, Duty, Freedom, were 

absent, my young friend must permit me to say. from that eloquent 
speech.” 


As the presidential campaign of 1900 approached, the whole issue 
became deeply enmeshed in pohtics. The Republicans officiallv ac¬ 
cepted overseas expansion. Their platform called for the suppression 
of insumction m the Philippines in order to assure America’s destiny 
m the Pacific. The Democrats, bluntly stating that “no nation can Ion- 
endure half repubHc and half empire,” not only called for Philippine 
independence but declared that imperialism was the paramount Le 
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of the (^paign.- Nor were the nvo presidential candidates any less 
forthright in their %aews. Nominated by the RepubUcans to succeed 
himself, McKinley insisted that the Philippines should be retabed, 
while Br> an. named by the Democrats, was no less emphatic that they 
should be given independence. 

In spite of these clear-cut positions, however, the campaign obscured 
rather than clarified svhat svas really at stake. For all the efforts of the 
Democrats to make imperialism the paramount issue, the Republicans 
maneuvered to evade it as much as possible. They concentrated their 
fire on the old free silver question, personified by Bryan’s candidacy, 
and above all else emphasized the prosperity %vhich the coxmtry was 
^njONing under the NldCinley administration. ’'There is only one issue 
in this campaign, my friends,” Mark Haima stated, “and that is, let 
well enough alone.” *- 

There was no real mandate for imperialism in McKinle/s emphatic 
victory. The vote was rather a general endorsement of Republican 
policies, which in 1900 were most effectively promoted as assuring the 
•\merican people “a full dinner pail.” For all the excitement and con¬ 
troversy over events in the Philippines, popular attention had already 
reverted to domestic affairs. Yet the fact remains that at least by de¬ 
fault—as would happen twenty years later when the verdict was in a 
sense rev’ersed by the rejection of membership in the League of Na¬ 
tions—the .\merican people gave the stamp of their approval to a 
breaking away from traditional restraints and to a broad extension of 


national power and influence. 

There remained only one question; could the new overseas posses¬ 
sions be governed bv Congress wthin the terms of a Constitution 
maintaining a republican form of government? This issue the Supreme 
Court met and successfully resolved in the so-called InsiJar Cases. An 
almost mvstical theory was evolved. The new possessions were said to 
be territory appurtenant and belonging to the United States but not a 
part of the United States. Their inhabitants, so long as such territories 
remained “unincorporated,” were not entitled to all the rights and 
privilesres of .\merican citizens, but only to such fundamental rights as 
were derived from natural lawe \Vhile such rights included those relat¬ 
ing to the protection of life, liberty, and property, they did not neces- 

<rKirk H. Porter, National Party Platforms (New York, 1924), pp. 234, 
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sariJy embrace the constitutional provision that aJl duties, imposts, and 
excises should be uniform throughout the United States. The Consti¬ 
tution, that is, did not altogether follow the flag: it would be possible, 
most significantly, to apply special duties on Puerto Rican or Philip¬ 
pine imports.^® 

The Insular decisions were an expedient escape from a situation for 
which the Constitution made no provision, and they clearly reflected 
the conversion of the Supreme Court to overseas extension. “A false 
step at this time,” Justice Brown stated, “might be fatal to the devel¬ 
opment of what Chief Justice Marshall called the American Empire.” ** 
Commenting on the key decision, the World’s Work neatly summarized 
what had happened: “Public opinion expressed at the polls, Congres¬ 
sional action, and now the decision of the Supreme Court have estab¬ 
lished the policy of expansion.” 

Although the United States appeared to have succumbed in 1900 
to a natural temptation—or perhaps “cosmic tendency”—to demon¬ 
strate its power and build up its trade through colonialism, the victory 
of the imperialists was not to prove as long-lived as contemporary 
developments suggested. The nation did not actually carry through 
the program on which it had started so confidently. Neither what is 
sometimes called the economic imperialism of subsequent American 
policy in the Far East and Latin America nor the seizure of the Pan¬ 
ama Canal Zone and purchase of the Virgin Islands invalidates the 
fundamental fact that the first half of the twentieth century witnessed 
a gradual retreat rather than further advance from the position taken 
in 1900. The American people came to regret the exuberant enthusi¬ 
asm of imperialist adventure and to doubt the wisdom of Asiatic pos¬ 
sessions. 

^ Even among some of the expansionists of that day there were mis¬ 
givings. William Allen White accepted imperialism—“This is what 
fate holds for the chosen people. It is so written ... It is to be.” 
Nevertheless he would add: “And yet thousands of people cannot help 
lon^g for the old order. They cannot help but feel that something 
go has gone ... this deepening of responsibilities brings a hardship 
with It and a loss of the old-time individual freedom.” ■*« Mr. Dooley 
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commented wryly that now America had become “a ^vumild power^’ 
and cut into the big game, “be Hivens, we have no peace iv mind ” « 

In ironical contradiction of so much that he had said and written 
even Theodore Roosevelt was soon to admit that, far from building 
up national power, the Philippines had become in fact “our heel of 
Achilles.” In 1907 he wrote despondently to Taft: “In the excitement 
of the Spanish War, people wanted to take the islands. They had an 
idea they would be a valuable possession. Now they think they are of 
no \alue ... it is verv’ difficult to awaken any public interest in pro- 
viding any adequate defense of the islands.’’ He was ready himself to 
give them up—not under duress, but if a way ^vere found compatible 
with national honor.^® 

There was a still further irony in this situation in that the shift of 
popular attitude demonstrated that on basic principles the arguments 
of the imperialists were more sound than those of the anti-imperialists, 
even though the views maintained by the latter in the 1900’s were 
ultimately to prev’ail. The anti-imperialists were to be proven wrong 
when they said that having once embarked on so dangerous a course 
as acquisition of the Philippines, there could be no turning back; the 
imperialists w'ere to he proven more nearly right when they declared 
that the United States would live up to its republican theories of self- 
government. 

0\-erseas expansion marked a complete breakdown in the relative 
physical isolation of an earlier day; it inevitably swept the nation into 
the vortex of world politics. Nevertheless it did not constitute so sharp 
a departure from the isolationist tradition as has often been assumed. 
For the United States made no commitments to foreign nations as 
it emerged upon the international scene; It entered upon no entan¬ 
gling alliances with other powers. The American people, at least, ap¬ 
peared to believe that their independence and freedom of action were 
unimpaired. Blinding themselves to the inescapable obligations of their 
new' world role, they somehow thought they could avoid responsibility 
—in Asia and in Europe—by merely declaring their right to go their 
OW'D way. Had isolationism really been abandoned in realistic accept¬ 
ance of the twentieth-century world, history would have followed a 


quite different course. 

47 Elmer Ellis (ed.), Mr. Dooley at His Best 

Afi-D ’Vcih Alio- 21 190/, in Monson, The Letters of I neoaoTe 

48Roosevelt to T^t, A g^21, 19 
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CHAPTER 4 


A New World Role 


F or all the excitement and drama of American entry upon th(‘ 
world stage as a consequence of military victory over Spain and 
overseas expansion, other international developments at the turn of 
the century were quite as important. The European powers were 
reaching out in dangerous competition to extend their influence and 
control in both Africa and Asia. The mounting strength of an aggres¬ 
sive Germany challenged the century-old world leadership of Great 
Britain. Czarist Russia was seeking to build a new dominion in pursuit 
of her own expansionist goals. In the clash of rivalries that now en¬ 
circled the globe, the old balance of power was gravely threatened. 

Entirely apart from her own colonial problems, America could in 
these circumstances no longer stand aside and calmly ignore what was 
taking place in this larger sphere of international politics. Her new 
position in the Caribbean and vital concern over an isthmian canal 
inevitably led to the positive assertion of broader interests in Latin 
Amenca and an even more determined stand against possible Euro¬ 
pean encroachments in the Western Hemisphere. The possession of the 
PhiUppmes drew her ever deeper into the political rivalries of the 
Pacific and eastern Asia with what were to prove momentous conse¬ 
quences. And in the new interplay of power politics, she moved stead¬ 
ily toward a closer rapprochement with Great Britain as that nation 
whose mterests most nearly coincided with her own. 

TWs Anglo-American rapprochement, as already urged by so many 
public bgurcs during the 1890’s, had an increasing significance with 
Je passing ye;^. I, did not mean the complete disappearance of old- 
tune nvalnes. Nevertheless the constant threat to both nations in the 
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impenalL^tic ambitions of Germany continued to draw them together 
creating a soHdanU- that tvhen put to the test became a sital factor b 
the mtemadonal ahgnments of the twentieth centurv. 

Yet quite as significant as .America’s increased'participation in 
world affairs ivas a contmued refusal to make any commitments that 
infringed upon the nation’s freedom of action. The United States took 
part in the international peace conferences that were held at The 
Hague in 1899 and 1907 and accepted the convention establishing the 
Pemianent Coun of International .\rbitration. On both occations, 
however, its signature to the agreements reached was qualified by the 
unequivocal reservation that nothing therein ‘‘shall be so constru^ as 
to require the United States to depart from the traditional polic\- of 
not intruding upon, interfering with, or entangling itself in the political 
questions or policy or internal administration of any foreign state.” ^ 

In the same spirit, active intervention in the affairs of eastern .\sia 
w as predicated on the maintenance of complete independence. Writ¬ 
ing Theodore Roosevelt on .\ugust 2, 1903, Secretaurv of State John 
Hav stated that a good deal had been accomplished through American 
policy in the Far East, but “without the e-vpense of a single commit¬ 
ment or promise.” When the .\merican delegation attended the Alge- 
cir.as Conference, dealing with wholly European rivalries in North 
.Afnca, its role was subject to equally careful safeguards. The Senate 
afhxcd to ratification of the Moroccan convention a reservation reit¬ 
erating that it had been signed “without purpose to depart from the 
traditional .-Vmerican foreign policy.” - 

The United States was in fact assuming far-flung responsibilities 
whiwe real significance the .American people again sought to ignore 
bv denying their existence. .Although theory and practice could hardly 
be reconciled, they appeared to believe that their traditional foreign 
policy could be upheld by a reassertion of principles which these new 
commitments directly violated. Unwilling to go any further than the 
exerciv? of a moral influence in world affairs, they blinded themselves 
to the realities of the power politics in which the country was now so 
unavoidably enmeshed. A pattern of conduct was emerging that was 
to have increasingly dangerous consequences in the 1920’s and 1930’s. 

Pracis-y'trbattx cf the First Hague Peace Conference, Part I, 69; Foreign 
Relations. 1907, Part 2 (Washington, 1910b 1144. 

‘ Hav to Roosevelt, .Auir. 2, 1903, quoted in Tyler Dennett, John Hay (New 
York. 1933 , ?■ 40*^ ^ Statutes at Large of The United States, XXXIV (Wash- 
injrton. 19<3:’). Part 3, 2946. 
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Theodore Roosevelt recognized the implications of this ambis alent 
attitude and was obsessed ssith the difficult of arousing his countrv- 
men to the need for a more active and responsible foreign policy. In 
an interview in 1908 with Andre Tardieu, the future French states¬ 
man, he fully unburdened himself: "Here in the United States what 
is most lacking to us is to understand that ^ve have interests in the 
whole world. I wish that all Americans would realize that American 
politics is world politics; that we are and that we shall be involved in 
all great questions . . . the whole American people must become 
accustomed to this idea. They must be made to feel and understand 
these international interests . . ^ 

Other voices were raised to point out potential dangers to .American 
security’ and the necessity for making adequate provision against them. 
The designs of Germany’ and Russia were interpreted as compelling 
the United States to accept definite commitments that would help to 
maintain a balance of global power in the interests of world peace. 
The earlier suggestions for an Anglo-American alliance were renewed 
in the belief that only through such a united front could Germany and 
Russia be held in check. The country was warned that policies suitable 
for the nineteenth century had no relevancy in the new world of the 
twentieth century. 

Two interesting spokesmen of such Hews svere Brooks Adams and 
Henry Adams. 

The former was comdnced that the economic center of the world 
was mov'ing westward and that the great struggle of the future svould 
be over Asia. In the face of Russian imperialism, it was consequently 
essential that the United States should take o\'er the world leadership 
that Great Britain was perforce relinquishing. While Brooks Adams 
believed that in assuming this role America still needed the help of 
England, smce the latter’s geographic position made it the "fortified 
oncost of the Anglo-Saxon race,” the United States had to face up 
to ite own responsibihties: “The civilization which does not advance 
declines: the continent which, when Washington Hved, gave a bound¬ 
less field for the ^ansion of Americans, has been filled"; and the risk 
of isolation promises to be more serious than the risk of alliance.” * 


® Andre Tardieu, “Three Visits to Mr. Rooses’elt ” 
(Apr. 16, 1908), 862-863. 
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Henr>- Adams also felt that the United States should adapt itself 
more realistically to changed circumstances. Germany rather than 
Russia ^v•as m his opmion the immediately disturbing element in the 
world. Linking her rise ^nth England’s dechne, he saw no alternative 
to foreign comimtments if America was to play an effective role in 
mamtaining any sort of international equihbrium. At the time of the 
Algeciras Conference in 1906 he ^vrote; “We have got to support 
France against Germany and fortify the Atlantic System beyond at¬ 
tack: for if Germany breaks dowm England or France, she becomes the 
center of a mihtary \vorld, and we are lost. The course of concentra¬ 
tion must be decided by force—whether military’ or industrial matters 
not much in the end.” ® 


Some years later an even more prophetic note was sounded in an 
article attributed to Lewis Einstein, onetime oflScer of the State De¬ 
partment, which first appeared in the National Review and was then 
reprinted in February, 1913, in the Living Age. Einstein stressed the 
dangers to the United States in the existing Anglo-German rivalry, 
declared there was no basis for the illusion that an isolationist policy 
could presers'e American interests, tmd argued that to sustain its own 
securitN- the United States must be ready to uphold England, ulti¬ 
mately by the use of force.® 

These warnings, however, hardly reached the general public. In 
spite of the realization that as a result of overseas expansion and a 
dwindling %\orld the aloofness of an earlier day was no longer possible, 
there continued to be stubborn opposition to any foreign commitments. 
In no circumstances were the .American people prepared to give up 
that freedom of action which had been the indestructible core of their 
foreien policy ever since colonial times. 


The first important international move made by the United States 
after war with Spain—even before it had consolidated its position in 
the Philippines—was the announcement of the Open Door poliq- in 
China. The roots of this policy are clearly found in the efforts that 


Henry- Adams, quoted in Forrest Basis, The Atlantic System (New York, 
1941' p 197 See dso Henre .Adams to Brooks Adams, June 11, 1897; Henry 
.Adam.^ to Sir Robert Cunliffe', May 19, 1898, quoted in Ph^p 
of Europe: The Story of American Experience in the Old World (Boston, 

[Lewfs Uriste^n].' “The United States and 
from the National Review in the Living Age, CCLXXVI (Feb. 8, 1913), 323- 

332. 
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had been made to protect American trade ever since the “most favored 
nation” principle had been written into the first ticat\ with China in 
1844.^ Secretary Hay’s famous notes to the powers in 1899, howe\er, 
were in themselves a reflection of the ne^v position of the United 
States in eastern Asia resulting from its expansion in the Pacific. The 
commercial interests that had finally swung their support to retention 
of the Philippines as the key to Oriental trade now demanded a “vig¬ 
orous policy” in China itself.® 

The McKinley administration was not originally interested in any 
such program. In spite of the establishment of foreign spheres of in¬ 
fluence in China and what appeared to be the threatened partition of 
the country, British suggestions in 1898 for cooperative action in sup¬ 
porting an “open door” to trade were rejected. In his message to 
Congress at the close of the year, the President denied that the Euro¬ 
pean powers’ encroachments in China in any way endangered ,\mer- 
ican interests. Within a few months, however, such complacency 
appeared to be giving way to serious concern. The American .\siatic 
Association, spearhead of the drive for a more active policy, stated that 
the administration had been completely won over to the necessity of 
safeguarding trade expansion in the vitally important Far Eastern 
market. It was still uncertain of public support for further interv ention 
in this distant part of the world, and consequently added to its report 
that the time had come for the concentrated “education of the people, 
the press, and the politicians.” ® 

If the Open Door notes were basically a response to the pressure 
exerted by commercial interests, they nevertheless grew more directly 
out of the suggestions of William W. Rockhill, a State Department 

’^Foster Rhea Dulles, China and America (Princeton, 1946), pp. 24 ff. 

® The North American Review had already run a special series of articles 
under such titles as “Our Future in the Pacific,” “.America’s Interest in China,” 
and “America’s Opportunity in Asia.” There tvere numerous other articles along 
such lines in other contemporary periodicals. For a full discussion of this topic, 
see Charles S. Campbell, Jr., Special Business Interests and the Open Door 
Policy (New Haven, 1951). 

® James D. Richardson (ed.), A Compilation of the Messages and Papers of 
the Presidents, 1789-1902 (10 vols., Washington, 1904), X, 'l02-103: Journal 
of Commerce,'Mai. 18, 1899. The proposals for cooperation with Great Britain 
had won considerable press support. The New York Times, for example, stronsly 
criticized the McKinley administration because American interests in China had 
not been intelligently represented or adequately appreciated bv the State De¬ 
partment.” See Dulles, China and Am.erica, pp. 106-107, and also A. Whitney 
Griswold, The Far Eastern Policy of the United States (New York 1938) dd 
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adWsor on Far Eastern questions., and Alfred E. Hippisley, an English¬ 
man and close fnend of RockhiU’s who had sewe^^nth the 
mpenal .lantime Customs Ser^dce. These tsvo men felt that the 
United States had to act promptly to protect its ovra position in the 
far East, and they were also concerned over the future of Chin. 
i heir suggestion for a series of notes urging the powers to accept the 
pnnciple of trade equality in their respective spheres of influence ap¬ 
pealed at once to Hay. He not only endorsed their plan, but accepted 
their text for the proposed notes, dispatched in September, 1899, wth- 
out any significant alterations^ Rockhill would have liked to go further 
than the mere assertion of trade equality—“a pledge on our part to 
assist in maintaining the integrity of the empire”—but in existin*^ cir¬ 
cumstances this idea was recognized as impractical.^^ 

There was something surprisingly casual about the initiation of a 
policy whose ultimate consequences were to be so far-reaching. It was 
not part of anv general plan. Secretary Hay was actually on vacation 
when the Open Door notes were originally drawn up, and final 
approval by President McKinley appears to have been almost perfunc- 
toix-. Nor was the public informed of what was under wav. In Novem¬ 
ber, the Literary Digest referred to a ‘Ssidely credited report” of some 
move to ensure the Open Door and this was about all that was known 
at the time.^' 


The po\vers were reluctant to accept the restrictions that the Open 
Door policy implied, but Hay chose to ignore their equivocations. On 
March 20, 1900. he announced that their replies had been “final and 
definitive.” The nation promptly hailed his diplomacy as a brilliant 
achievement. The exchange of notes was said to constitute one of the 
most important negotiations of the age, a guarantee of America’s im- 
presnable position in eastern Asia, and a noble w'ork of peace. The 
Springfield Republican was almost alone in Hewing what had taken 


The Rockhill-Hippisley correspondence has been extensively quoted in 
Griswold, Far Eastern Policy, pp. 36-77, 475-500. However, his inference that 
Hippisley represented the British point of edew, and that the Open Door policy 
was therefore British-inspired, does not appear to he home out by the facts. 
Great Britain had swuny away from support of the Open Door principle by the 
latter part of 1899 and never fully accepted it as set forth by Hay. See Paul 
\'ari?, Open Door Diplomat—The Life of William W. Rockhill (Urbana, 
1932;, pp. 26-36. 

Rockhill to Hippisley, .\ug. 3, 1899, ibid., p. 31. 

Eiterary Digest, XIX fXov. 18, 1899), 607. . 

The text of the notes and the replies of the powers are in Foreign Rela¬ 
tions. 1899 (Washington, 19011, pp. 128-143. 
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W. A. Rogers In Harper’s Weekly, November 18. 1899 
Uncle Sam: “I’m out for commerce, not conquest!” 


far toward placing itself in a position where, if it was to be consistent, 
“it must guarantee by military force the political integrity of China, or 
share in a possible partition.” 


^‘Quoted in Dulles, China and America, pp. 112-113. 
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Within a few months the outbreak of the Boxer Rebellion and for 
eign mter^•ennon to rescue the besieged legations in Peking appeared 
to confront the United States with some such dilemma. But a 
course was found. Hay announced that in taking part in the Allied 
rescue expedition the United States would seek a solution of the situa- 
tton that would preser\-e China’s territorial and administrative entity' 
protect all treaty- rights, and safeguard for the world the principle of 
equal and impartial trade.^= How much effect this announcement had 
may be questionable. The rivalries of the powers were undoubtedly a 
more important factor in preserving Chinese independence. However, 
the stand taken by the United States demonstrated a willingness to 
intei-\-ene in the affairs of eastern Asia, even though no specific com¬ 
mitments were made, that dreiv- dramatic attention to the nation’s new 
role as world power. 


How deeply eruneshed in European as well as Far Eastern politics 
the countr)' had become through these moves was recognized by the 
American envoy in Peking if not by the American public. Rockhill had 
been sent out to negotiate a settlement of the Boxer controversy and 
soon found himself “sick and tired of the whole business.” It appeared 
an impossible situation. As he yvTote his friend Hippisley in July, 1901, 
"England has her agreement with Germany, Russia has her alliance 
with France, the Triple .Alliance comes in here, and every' otlier com¬ 
bination you know of is working here just as it is in Europe. I trust it 
may be a long time before the United States gets into another muddle 
of this description.” 

Hay soon reached somewhat similar conclusions. In undertaking 
championship of the Open Door policy, he yvas getting beyond his 
depth. The powers, and especially Russia, were unsvilling to act upon 
the principles it set forth; the United States was not prepared to sup¬ 
port them in any decisive manner. The Secretary of State chafed at 
the public reaction for which he was himself so largely responsible in 
stating that the original American policy had been accepted. “The talk 
of the papers about ‘our pre-eminent moral position giv-ing us the 
authority to dictate to the world.’ ” he exclaimed, “is mere flap¬ 
doodle.” '■ He had to face up to the realities of svorld politics. When 
Japan asked about American policy in Hew of continued Russian 


Forfii^n Relations, 1900, p. 299. 

Rockhill to Hippisley. July 6, 1901, quoted in Griswold, The Far Eastern 
Policy of the United States, p. 83. 

Quoted in Tyler Dennett, John Flay (New York, 1933), p. 326. 
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encroachments in Manchuria, he gave, on Februars’ 1, 1901, a blunt 
and unequivocal answer: the United States was not prepared ‘to 
attempt singly, or in concert with other Powers, to enforce these vie\ss 
in the east by any demonstration which could present a character of 
hostility to any other Power.” 


Some seven months after Hay’s note to Japan—that is, in Septem¬ 
ber, 1901—Theodore Roosevelt became President of the United 
States. For the next eight years American foreign policy bore the sharp 
imprint of his dynamic personality. Roosevelt generally acted as his 
own Secretary of State. On occasion he even by-passed his Cabinet 
and members of the diplomatic service. Imparting to the conduct of 
foreign affairs his own restless energs- and untiring vigor, he made 
policy as he himself thought it should be made.'® There were at times 
signs of the belligerency that had characterized his attitude in earlier 
years. He paid scant respect to the rights of Latin .\merican nations 
and delighted in the image of “the big stick.” The moderation that 
Roosevelt displayed when confronted with a serious crisis was, hosv- 
ever, far more significant. He had an understanding of power politics 
and a reahstic conception of America’s world role that were in sharp 
contrast with the much more limited views of his predecessor. 

No one could have believed more thoroughly that the days of isola¬ 
tion were over, or have been more concinced that it rvas essential for 
the United States to build up the power commensurate with its new 
international responsibilities. The nation would surely ?o down before 
other more aggressive powers if it followed a course of “unwarlike and 
isolated ease, he said on one occasion. On another, he warned against 
huddling within national borders as “an assemblage of well-to-do 
hucksters who care nothing for what happens beyond.” It svas Roose¬ 
velt’s lasting conviction that the guns of the Spanish-.American \Var 
“left us echoes of glory, but they also left us a legacy of duty.” 

He campaigned zealously for a larger Navy, insisting upon a pro¬ 
gram of two battleships a year, and in spite of all opposition succeeded 


1928 ); 

ra E Morison (ed.), The Letters of Theodore Roose- 

ReJhti p Gambndge, Mass., 1951-1954), see John Morton Blum, The 
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in obtaining the necessary- appropriations. Ten battleships and four 
armored cruisers were added to the fleet by 1905. Roosex^elt then stated 
only replacements ivould be necessaiyy but soon developing friction 
with Japan led him to demand additional construction. After a des¬ 
perate struggle with Congress in 1907 he won renewed support for his 
program, and before lea\-ing office was able to boast that during his 
t^vo administrations the size of the fleet had been doubled.^^ Only 
through strength, Roosevelt constantly asserted, could America ade¬ 
quately safeguard her interests: “The American people must either 
build and maintain an adequate na %7 or else make up their minds 
definitely to accept a secondary- position in international affairs, not 
merely in political, but in commercial, matters. It has been well said 
that there is no surer way of courting national disaster than to be 
"opulent, aggressive, and unarmed.’ ” 

The power that he sought for America was to be exercised not only 
in her own defense, however, but in the broader interests of world 
peace. This was made clear in his first annual message to Congress. 
He spoke neither of imperialism nor of overseas expansion, but of the 
humanitarian program being applied in the colonies and the dedica¬ 
tion of .•America to international accord. It was to seek peace not from 
weakness but in the name of justice, as he once wrote Andrew Car- 
nesie, that the nation should be strong.-^ 

At the same time Roosevelt would insist again and again that while 
peace was important, an even higher obligation was to seek what he 
vaguely called righteousness. He professed to judge a nation on the 
same moral basis as an individual. He believed that it should be the 
country’s steady aim to raise the standard of national action “just 
as we strive to raise the standard of indiridual action.” In spite of his 
intoxication with war, his scorn for pacifism, and his belief in power 
for its own sake, Roosevelt sincerely believed that he acted in the 
formulation of foreign policy under the restraints of moral law. 

He himself had no difficult in reconciling what other nations might 


Roosevelt to Svdnev Brooks, Dec. 28, 1908, Morison, Letters of Theodore 
Pooseielt, VI, 1444. See also Gordon C. O'Gara, Roosevelt and the Rue of 
the Modern Xavy (Princeton. 1945). 

” Messages of the Presidents, X, 445. The final phrase in this quotauon, 
“opulent, aegrcssive, and unarmed,” was Brooks Adams’, and frequenUy bor- 
rowed bv Roosevelt. Roosevelt to Lodge, June 5, 190o, Letters of Theodore 
Roosevelt, IV, 1206. On occasion Roosevelt consulted Brooks .A.d^ in regard 
to his messages, Roosevelt to Adams, Sept. 27, 1901 i6id.. Ill, 152 153. 

Roosevelt to Carnegie, .Aug. 6, 1906, sbtd., V, 346. 
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have considered a contradiction between theor)' and practice. Justice 
and righteousness were determined by his own conception of justice 
and righteousness. The policy that he judged to be in the interests of 
the United States as a responsible member of the world community 
obviously conformed to moral law. He valiantly tried to uphold his 
ideal of the larger aims of foreign policy w'hile President, and his 
address on receiving the Nobel Peace Prize in 1910 returned to what 
had been the favorite theme of so many presidential addresses: “Peace 
is generally good in itself, but it is never the highest good unless it 
comes as the handmaiden of righteousness.” 

McKinley too had placed a strong emphasis upon ethical consider¬ 
ations. It has sometimes been said that the injection of moral concepts 
into American foreign policy, in supposed contrast with the more 
realistic views of Washington and Jefferson, Monroe and John Quincy 
Adams, was an unhappy innovation. This is to deny the idealism that 
has always affected American policy and \vas fully shared by the 
statesmen of the past—as much a fact as power politics is a fact. Fur¬ 
thermore, Theodore Roosevelt had no thought of relying solely on 
moral precepts in the hard interplay of powder politics, or of sacrificing 
what he believed to be the national interest in seekinEr some vasrue 
international Utopia. He was completely realistic in his idealism. Nor 
did he want to leave the future to chance or cosmic tendency or provi¬ 
dential will. The nation should be prepared to make its ow-n destiny 
and to fulfill Its historic mission through the conscious exercise of a 
commanding world influence.^® 

In line with these views Roosevelt was determined on assuming 
oflBce to maintain the new overseas empire, uphold the Open Door 
policy, push forward the project for an isthmian canal, build up the 
Navy, and generally assert the world power of the United States. In 
his brief inaugural address as Vice-President only six months earlier, 
he had said: “We stand supreme in a continent, in a hemisphere. East 
and West we look across two great oceans toward the larger world life 

^*The Works of Theodore Roosevelt, XV, 384; XV, 255; XVI, 310; XVI, 
306, See also chapter on “The Peace of Righteousness” in Theodore Roose¬ 
velt—An Autobiography (New York, 1927 edition), pp. 532-559. 

Charles A. Beard, George F. Kennan, Walter Lippmann, and Hans J. 
Morgenthau have made much of the injection of moral concepts into American 
fore^ policy at the turn of the century. For example, Charles A. Beard and 
G. H. E. Smith, The Idea of National Interest (New York, 1934), 370 ff. but 
see also later discussion in Ghaoter 14. * 
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m which, whether we will or not, we must take an ever-increasing 
share.” ° 

There were to be unexpected difficulties m implementing his am¬ 
bitious ideas. The Far East especially presented problems Roosevelt 
had hardly foreseen. He was not greatly concerned with the economic 
aspects of foreign policy, as he candidly stated in one letter written in 
July, 1901, but as the Russians pressed down into Manchuria in com¬ 
plete disregard of what had been accepted as their pledge to respect 
the Open Door, he became increasingly irritated with their “men¬ 
dacity” and “treacher\-.” His old belUgerency asserted itself, and on 
one occasion he told Hay that he did not intend to give way, and if 
he were sure neither Germany nor France would join in, he “should 
not in the least mind going to ‘extremes’ with Russia.” But respon- 
sibiliU' had a sobering influence. Roosevelt soon accepted the realities 
of the situation. The United States had neither the powder nor the will 
to make its views prevail in eastern Asia if they were challenged by 
Czarist Russia, and the President ga%-e up any idea, as had Hay, of 
seeking to uphold .American policy by any suggestion of force. 

Japan, however, could not disregard the threat to her national se¬ 
curin' in the Russian advance in Manchuria. She took up arms in 1904 
and throughout the United States there was widespread sympathy for 
the little nation that dared war with the eastern colossus. In the public 
mind at that time, Japan stood for progress and civilization; she was 
fighting .America’s battle in defense of the Open Door in China. 
Russia ssmbolized tyranny, oppression, and barbaric reaction.-® In 
evaluating a situation that was to have such close parallels a half cen¬ 
tury later, the Arena, a liberal journal, wrote: “The organization and 
control of the millions of China by Russia is far more dangerous to 
the world than would be their control by the Japanese.” 

Roosevelt shared the popular sympathy for Japan and was even 
ready to come to her support should the European powers intervene 
in the war (at least he so wrote Cecil Spring-Rice), but he abo real¬ 
ized that too sweeping a Japanese sictory might well prejudice Amer¬ 
ican interests. While certain that a Uctorious Russia would ‘’organize 


Tke Works of Theodore Rooserelt. XV. 77. 

Roosevelt to Hay, July 29, 1903, Letters of 2 
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northern China against us,” he was also fearful that, if the Japanese 
won out, it “may possibly mean a struggle between them and us in the 
future.” His analysis convinced him that it would be unfortunate if 
Japan drove Russia completely out of eastern Asia, and that it would 
be a great benefit for the United States if a balance of force could be 
maintained between the two rival nations “so that each may have a 
moderative action on the other.” 

His mediation to bring the Russo-Japanese war to a close was thus 
motivated by a desire for the restoration of peace along lines that 
would secure the independence of China through the continued inter¬ 
play of international rivalries. Such a settlement of the Far Eastern 
problem would best protect American interests, Roosevelt believed, in 
view of the impracticality of the United States intervening any more 
directly in support of the Open Door policy. 

Following the conclusion of peace, Roosevelt was prepared to ac¬ 
knowledge Japan’s right to annex Korea and develop her special in¬ 
terests in Manchuria in return for assurances that in ever)' other 
respect the existing status quo of the Pacific area would be maintained. 
The so-called Root-Takahira agreement of 1908, which embodied these 
principles, was sometimes criticized as a political alliance, a dangerous 
entanglement. It was actually little more than a candid acceptance of 
the facts of life in eastern Asia.^^ 

The danger of a clash of interests between Japan and the United 
States was heightened at this time by the national feeling aroused in 
both countries over the immigration issue. Roosevelt was all the more 
determined to provide a basis for friendly understanding. Yet he had 
no idea of letting such concessions as he was prepared to make be 
mterpreted as weakness. When he sent the American fleet on its 
around-the-world voyage in 1908, he was in effect notifying Japan 
that the United States had the power to support its new role in inter¬ 
national affairs. Roosevelt wanted peace, but a peace that did not in 
any way infringe upon legitimate national interest.®^ 

30 Roosevelt to Spring-Rice, June 13, 1904; to Whitelaw Reid, June 5, 1905; 
to Lodge, June 16, 1905, Letters of Theodore Roosevelt, IV, 831-832, 1206, 
1230. See also Pauline Tompkins, American-Russian Relations in the Far East 
^ew York, 1949), pp. 24-25; and, for a general account, Tyler Dennett, 
Roosevelt and the Russo-Japanese War (New York, 1925). 

31 Philip G. Jessup, Elihu Root (2 vols., New York, 1938), II, 34-43- Gris- 

States, 125 ff.; Literary Digest, 

XXXVII (Dec. 5, 1908), 832. 

31 Roosevelt to George Kennan, May 6, 1905, Letters of Theodore Roose- 
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His later views on Far Eastern policy were summarized in a well- 
knowTi letter to his presidential successor in 1910. He told Taft that he 
considered the Open Door policy an excellent thing—so far as it could 
be maintained by diplomatic agreement. He then pointed out that the 
whole history- of Manchuria demonstrated that the Open Door com¬ 
pletely disappeared as soon as a powerful nation decided to disregard 
it, and was willing to run the risk of war rather than forego its inten¬ 
tion. In keeping with his often-repeated statement that the United 
States should never take a position unless it could make good, and 
with his further conviction that a war over Manchuria was far outside 
.America’s real interest and beyond her military capacity, he advocated 
a policy of doing everything possible to adjust outstanding differences 
with Japan. 

The situation confronting Roosevelt in Latin America in no way 
paralleled that in eastern Asia. Here the United States had immediate 
and important interests at stake and it was logical that the President 
should pursue a more vigorous, if not aggressive, policy. While the 
United States had surprised the rest of the world by upholding its 
pledge to grant Cuba her independence, there had never been any 
intention of withdrawing from the Caribbean upon the conclusion of 
hostilities with Spain. Cuba was obliged to grant the United States a 
naval base and the right to intervene should Cuba’s republican govern¬ 
ment be threatened from within or without, Puerto Rico remained a 
colonial possession, and steps were promptly taken to clear the way for 
construction of the long-proposed American-controlled isthmian canal. 
Rooses’elt was determined not only to carry through the canal project, 
but to build up American power in an area w'hich w-as now judged to 
have become vital to national security'. 

Secretary Hay succeeded, after a first less advantageous agreement 
had been rejected by the Senate, in concluding a treaty widi Great 
Britain in which that country surrendered her interests in an isthmian 
canal as incorporated in the fifty-year-old Clayton-Bidwer Treaty. 
The United States w-as given a free hand not only to build the canal, 
but to control and fortify the canal zone. There was for a time vaolent 
controversy over proposed routes in Nicar agua and Panama, clouded 

v,U. IV, 1169: Autobiography, pp. 5+&-549; Liurary Digest, XXXV (1907). 

Roos^St^w’Tafl Dec. 22, 1910, quoted in Griswold, Far Eastern Policy 
of the United States, pp. 131-132. 
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by the intrigues of a French canal company which had some years 
earlier secured the right to construct a canal across the isthmus, but 
Congress finally accepted Panama as the logical site. In Januany 1903, 
Hay thereupon signed a treaty with Colombia, of which Panama was 
then a part, for the cession of the necessary canal zone in return for a 
pajanent of $10,000,000 and an annual rental of $250,000. 

At this point Colombia balked, demanding greater compensation, 
and the Hay-Herran Treaty was rejected by her congress. Roosevelt’s 
impatience to get construction started had steadily mounted during 
the dela)^ occasioned by American congressional indecision and diplo¬ 
matic negotiations, and he was no\v incensed at what he considered 
the w’holly obstructive tactics of Colombia. The tangled skein of subse¬ 
quent events is not easy to unravel, but what happened was a revolt 
in Panama, the hasty establishment of a provisional srovemment, and 
its proffer to the United States of the rishts to a canal zone on the 
same terms that Colombia had refused. If Roose\-elt did not actually 
encourage this revolt, certainly nothing was done to hamper the actiU- 
ties of the insurgent Panamanians. On the contrary, .\merican naval 
forces, under the terms of an old treaty, refused to allow the transit of 
Colombian troops to suppress the revolt, and the United States recog¬ 
nized the new Republic of Panama with a promptitude that awoke 
imeasy suspicions of collusion. Nor \vas there any further delay in con¬ 
cluding the treaty with Panama that gave the United States a perpet¬ 
ual lease of the canal zone and provided an American guarantee of 
Panama’s independence.^* 

The methods followed in securing the canal zone illustrate Roose¬ 
velt’s impetuosity, his easy ability' to convince himself of the righteous¬ 
ness of whatever policy he had himself decided upon, and a blithe dis¬ 
regard of the broader consequences of such precipitate action which 
contrasted sharply with his more cautious policy in Asia. His self- 
conscious reiteration that in the course of the negotiations he had 
conformed to “the highest, finest, and nicest standards of public and 
governmental ethics,” was ultimately behed by his frank avowal: “I 
took the Canal Zone and let Congress debate; and while the debate 
goes on the Canal does also.” 


Theodore Roosevelt (New York, 1931), pp. 301-338; H. C. 
Roosevelt and the Caribbean (Chicago, 1927) : W. D. ^^cCain The 
United States and the Republic of Panama (Durham. N.C., 1937) ' 

ssRoosev^’s defense of his policy is most explicitly set forth in Theodore 
Roosevelt, ‘How the Umted States Acquired the Right to Dig the Panama 
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The mne of naUonal power had in this instance gone to Roosevelt’s 
head. There was no need for such haste. Here was Yankee imperial¬ 
ism overnding all opposing interests and the sorry spectacle awoke 
grave misgivings throughout Latin America as to where this new and 
powerful United States stood in relation to the rights of weaker 
nations. 

Yet Roosevelt ^^•as not through. To forestall any possible threat to 
the newly asserted American interests in the Caribbean, he was ready 
to take \vhatever measures were necessary to block the extension of 
any foreign influence over the little republics in this general area. A 
first incident had arisen in 1902 when Great Britain and Germany 
(later followed by Italy) instituted a blockade of Venezuela to compel 
her recalcitrant government to meet certain debt payments. At this 
time, howe\ er, Roosevelt followed a hands-off policy, and when in¬ 
formed of the proposed blockade he raised no objections. “If any 
South .American State misbehaves toward any European country,” he 
had written the year before, “let the European country spank it.” 
But the continuation of the blockade after Venezuela agreed to arbitrate 
the dispute began to arouse distrust of at least Germany’s intentions. 
As in the boundary dispute involving England and Venezuela seven 
years earlier, there was considerable concern over possible \iolation of 
the Monroe Doctrine and popular insistence that the United States take 
a firm stand. But no drastic measures were necessary'. In tacit recog¬ 
nition of the new position of the United States, the European powers 
soon hastened to bring their intenention in Venezuelan affairs to an 
end and accepted arbitration of the entire controversy.^' 

With the canal project getting under way, Roosevelt sought to pre¬ 
vent the further recurrence of any such incident. When difficulties 
developed over debt payments on the part of the Dominican Republic, 
with waminsis of possible intervention by France and Italy', he conse¬ 
quently took occasion to declare that in all such cases affecting the 
republics in the Western Hemisphere it was the prerogative of the 
United States to administer disciplinary' action. Should there be any 


Canal" Outlook, XCIX (Oct. 7, 1911), 314-318, and his Autobiography, pp. 
501-29 The statement “I took the Canal Zone ...” is reported m The New 
York Times Mar. 25, 1911—just seven months before the Outlook article 
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chronic \^Tongdoing that called for intervention, he declared in his 
annual message of 1904, American adherence to the Monroe Doctrine 
“may force the United States, however reluctantly, in flagrant cases of 
such wrongdoing or impotence, to the exercise of an international 
police po^ver.” 

This was a bold assertion of authority and it was on such premises 
that the United States did inter\-ene—^m the Dominican Republic and 
later in Haiti and Nicaragua—to block off possible European inter¬ 
vention when these little nations defaulted on their debts. Great Brit¬ 
ain had by nosv largely given up any ambitions she may once have 
harbored in this part of the world and withdrew her fleet from the 
Caribbean in order to promote the new Anglo-American rapproche¬ 
ment. The Urtual protectorates the United States set up over the 
Dominican Republic, Haiti, and Nicaragua, in conjunction with pos¬ 
session of Puerto Rico and the Canal Zone, and the semiprotectorate 
over Cuba, consequently transformed the Caribbean into an American 
lake from which all trespassers were rigidly barred. 

There was a natural suspicion of American motives on the part of 
the other Latin ,\merican coimtries. Secretary of State Root, to whom 
Roosevelt largely delegated the direction of Latin American affairs 
during his second term, nevertheless did everything possible to try to 
assure the nations south of the Rio Grande that the policy' of the 
United States was not directed against their liberties. Whue Root fully 
agreed with Roosevelt that control of the Panama Canal inevitably 
involved policing the surrounding area, his goal was friendly coopera¬ 
tion.^® 

It was in the Caribbean, and more generally throughout all Latin 
.\merica, that the rise of the United States to world power had the 
most immediate and direct consequences. A nation which had in the 
past relied to a very considerable degree upon a community of inter¬ 
ests with Great Britain in upholding the Monroe Doctrine had taken 
upon itself exclusively the enforcement of that historic policy. This was 
not imperialism, but it had its imperialistic undertones. Roosevelt was 
broadly asserting an extension of national power, not imaffected by 
economic as well as political considerations, that would brook no into- 
fc pence with self-assumed American interests. For all the criticism 
that his impetuous tactics sometimes evoked, however, the nation was 

5^ ]{'crks of Theodore Roosevelt, XV, 257. 

' Jessup, Elihu Root, I, 560-563. 
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prepared to support the Monroe Doctrine and defend the Caribbean 
on what appeared to be the indisputable grounds of national security. 


Through its more active role in both eastern Asia and Latin Amer¬ 
ica, the United States promptly found itself involved in the overseas 
projection of European politics. If the objective of American policy in 
Latin America was to reinforce the traditional separation of the Old 
World and the New, there could be no escaping European rivalries 
when the United States intervened in the Far East. Roosevelt had 
learned this the hard way in the course of his mediation in the Russo- 
Japanese War. He fully sensed the growing dangers to peace as an 
insurgent Germany continued to threaten the e.xisting balance of 
power. He agreed with Henry Adams that if she succeeded in breaking 
down England or France, she would become the center of a new mili¬ 
tary world. He was resolved to exercise American influence, so far as 
it could be done without commitment to force, in maintainine world 
equilibrium. 

This was the background for such a far departure from traditional 
policy as American participation in the Algeciras Conference, which 
met early in 1906 in an attempt to settle the dangerous clash between 
France and Germany in Morocco. A year earlier, Roosevelt had told 
Taft that the United States would not interfere in the burgeoning 
quarrel—“we have other fish to fry”—but his latent fears of European 
war soon led him, at the Kaiser’s suggestion, to try' to bring the dis¬ 
putants together in the hope that negotiations would create a more 
friendly relationship among Germany, France, and England. As he 
phrased it in a number of personal letters, the United States had a 
very real concern in “trying to keep matters on an even keel in 
Europe.” 

The role enjoined upon the American delegation which he sent to 
the Algeciras Conference was one of official neutrality. His instructions 
to Henry White, however, clearly revealed his conviction that Ger¬ 
many’s ambitions were the real threat to peace. American influence 
was consequently to be exercised, with diplomatic discretion, in sup¬ 
port of the position of the Atlantic powers.*^ 


n- Letters of Theodore Roosevelt, IV, 116'’ 130"’ 1313 
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The result of the conference was an uneasy reaffirmation of the 
existmg balance of power. Roosevelt was content that wthout openly 
taking sides the United States had played what he exaggeratedly con¬ 
sidered a ver>- significant role in helping to maintain peace. “In this 
^geciras matter/’ he later ivrote Whitelaw Reid with happy abandon, 

. I stood him [the Kaiser] on his head with great decision.” “ 
There was little realization at the time that the forces making for 
European war could not be reconciled by any such simple de\dce as a 
reluctant agreement upon the status of Morocco, and that the ultimate 
sho^^■down benveen the Triple .Mliance and the Triple Entente had 
been merclv postponed. 

The question of whether participation in the conference was a dan¬ 
gerous departure from the traditional policy of not meddling in Euro¬ 
pean affairs was raised in both Congress and the press. It did not 
excite a great deal of interest, but the introduction of what amounted 
to a resolution of censure in the Senate led to a lively discussion of 
both basic doctrine and the powers of the President. There was a 
familiar ring to the areuments of opposition speakers. They stressed 
the damrer of eetting mLxed up in European politics, and attacked 
Roosevelt for seekins: to demonstrate the world power of the United 
States beyond the limits of any reasonable conception of national in¬ 
terest. .\monz the President’s supporters, Senator Lodge took the lead 
in denvinz that the President had in any way \iolated the traditional 
injunction against entangling alliances. He stated that it had always 
l>ccn the policy of the United States to exert all the moral influence at 
its command in behalf of world peace.*’ 

In spite of declarations by Secretary Root and the Senate reserva¬ 
tion that ratification of the convention did not mean any departure 
from traditional policy, the role played by the United States at Alge- 
ciras demonstrated, almost unconsciously, how closely American in¬ 
terests were becoming linked with those of Great Britain and France. 
Roosevelt was acting on his own in 1906—he had no popular mandate 
to intervene in European affairs—but his vision of America’s world 
role made him realize that the United States could not remain on the 


•= Roov-vdt to WhitcLw Reid, June 27, 1906, Letter, of Theodore Roose- 
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sidelines In conflicts that might have then- origin in Europe, but neces¬ 
sarily had a global impact. In 1911 he was to state clearly that if Eng¬ 
land were unable to preser\'e the balance of power, the United States 
would have to step in to do so; “in fact, we ourseh'es are becoming, 
owing to our strength and geographic situation, more and more the 
balance of power of the w-hole globe.” ■*’ 

William Howard Taft, succeeding to the Presidency in 1909, was 
at once less aggressive, less perceptive, and less imaginative than 
Roosevelt In his approach to world affairs. He did not set his sights so 
high and was candidly prepared to conduct foreign policy along lines 
that would most successfully promote trade and oveneas investments. 
Such factors had of course affected earlier American policy in both 
the Caribbean and the Far East. The preservation of an open door for 
trade in Morocco had even been advanced as justifying participation 
in the Algeciras Conference. But w'hile Roosevelt had never been 
greatly interested in trade and investments, or importantly influenced 
by those who approached foreign policy on such a basis, both Taft 
and his Secretary of State, Philander C. Knox, tended to interpret the 
national interest almost exclusively in terms of the intei'ests of the 
business community. 

If there was nothing exceptional in such an attitude, it had perhaps 
never been more frankly or persistently avowed. President Taft \igor- 
ously defended what he liked to call a substitution of dollars for bul¬ 
lets. He was not afraid of the term “dollar diplomacy” and actively 
encouraged investment bankers and commercial salesmen to build up 
American influence overseas. Yet at the same time he had a deep in¬ 
terest in world peace. He insistently argued that there was no contra¬ 
diction between this more expansive, altruistic goal and the promotion 
of trade. His program, he declared in reaffirmation of the traditional 
aims of American foreign policy, appealed alike “to idealistic humani¬ 
tarian sentiments, to the dictates of every sound policy, and to legiti¬ 
mate commercial aims.” 

An example of his efforts along idealistic, humanitarian lines ivas 
the negotiation of a series of arbitration treaties as a means of bringing 
about greater stability in international relations. Taft %\as ready to 
submit to arbitration even questions of “vital interest” and those affect- 

** Quoted in Dennett, Roosevelt and the Russo-Japanese War n 1 
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Nor could it be said that this same dollar diplomacy succeeded any 
better in Latin America. Whether the State Department was pushing 
American investments to build up political power or exerting political 
power to safeguard the trade and investments it had originally encour- 
agedj American policy was interpreted as economic imperialism. The 
United States maintained its military and naval dominance in the 
Caribbean and extended its sphere of economic control.Failure to 
take Latin American susceptibilities into account, however, fortified 
the impression that in the pursuit of its own interests the United States 
was ready to ride roughshod over those of smaller nations. 

In general it may perhaps be said that on the broader world stage 
Taft would have substituted a new alliance of diplomacy, commerce, 
and finance for the idea that diplomacy should be the servant of 
national power in making American influence felt on a global basis. 
In his last annual message to Congress, in 1912, he called upon his 
countrymen to recognize that the nation had emerged full grown as a 
peer in the great concourse of nations, was too mature to view foreign 
policy in terms of temporary expedients, and in adjusting itself to 
modem conditions could no longer confine itself to outworn dogmas 
as to its relationship with other powers: “We must not wait for events 
to overtake us unawares. With continuity of purpose we must deal 
with the problems of our external relations by a diplomacy modem, 
resourceful, magnanimous, and fittingly expressive of the high ideals 
of a great nation.” 


Throughout these years in which Roosevelt and Taft sought to ad¬ 
just American foreign policy, however different their methods, to the 
realities of the twentieth-century world, the American people contin¬ 
ued to maintain that noncommittal attitude about which Roosevelt so 
often complained. They had hailed the Open Door policy as a triumph 
of diplomacy, applauded mediation in the Russo-Japanese war, and 
generally—although by no means universally—approved a Caribbean 
policy that secured American control of the Panama Canal and neigh¬ 
boring areas. Aside from their reaction to such specific developments. 


This sphere embraced Nicaragua, Honduras, Haiti, and the Dominican 
Republic. See the very critical Scott Nearing and Joseph Freeman, Dollar 
Diplomacy (New York, 1925), and C. L. Jones, The Caribbean Since 1900 
(New York, 1936). 
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ing “national honor.” He hoped to make the United States the 
leader in a movement that \\ ould finally eliminate war as a means of 
settling international disputes. No real progress was made, however. 
Even though the period \vas one notable for its peace societies, studies 
of the causes of ^\•ar. and pers’asive peace propaganda,^' the restrictions 
upon the nation’s freedom of action implicit in Taft’s all-inclusive 
arbitration treaties could hardly hope to win effective support. The 
Senate, jealous of maintaining the nation’s complete independence, 
would have none of them. Taft was far ahead of public opinion. The 
nation ^vas still unNvilling to go any further in active support of peace 
than to lend this ideal its moral support. 

In other respects Taft’s policies marked a shift in emphasis rather 
than any sharp break with those pursued by Roosevelt. If there was 
no meddlms: with European affairs comparable to taking part in the 
Alsieclras Conference, foreign intervention was in some wa^-s carried 
further than it ever had been before in both eastern Asia and Latin 
^America. On the one hand, there was an attempt to relnUgorate the 
Open Door policy ; and on the other, new moves to consolidate the 
protectorates over the little nations of the Caribbean. The technique 
was that of the new dollar diplomacy, but political as well as economic 


considerations were clearly involved. 

^Vhere Roosevelt had finally given over any hope of sustaining the 
Open Door. Secretary- Knox elaborated a complicated scheme that 
would have meant the internationalization of Manchuria, and Taft 
himself sought to bring direct pressure to bear upon the Chinese gov¬ 
ernment to admit American capital for economic development. Neither 
program svas successful. Without Roosevelt’s more realistic under¬ 
standing of the international rivalries in eastern Asia, the new Presi¬ 
dent and his Secretary- of State blundered into compfications that 
sei-iouslv impaired both American prestige and American influence. 
Dollar diplomacy in this part of the world succeeded in creatog new 
frictions in .Anerican relations with both Russia and Japan, failed to 
justify itself from the point of view of a China going throug e 
Lhroes of an epochal revolution, and did not matenally advance the 

interests of the United States. 
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however, there appeared be a momtting inditference to what was 
happening m other parts of the world. 

The widespread interest in the cause of peace was a vague and 
idealistic, rather than practical, phenomenon. The point was never 
approached ivhen public opinion svould have been ^^-illing to approve 
commitments that would have definitely pledged the United States to 
cooperative mtemationalism. This was clearly demonstrated at the 
peace conference at The Hague in 1907, and in the Senate’s refusal to 
accept effective arbitration treaties. 

\Vhere sentiment was most clearly revealed ivas in the annual de¬ 
bates on naval appropriations. ^Vhile Roosevelt succeeded in building 
up the Nasy into an effective fighting force, it was in the face of con¬ 
tinual opposition. There was a substantial popular feeling that instead 
of emphasizing national power, the United States should take the lead 
in demonstrating that armaments could be reduced. Taft faced the 
same situation. He too favored building up the Na\y, but eveiy' appro¬ 
priation bill set off a battle. He was able to carry forward the program 
of two capital ships a year but only at the expense of other units in the 
f.eet- The Naty definitely fell behind in its relative strength as com¬ 
pared \s ith the fleets of the other powers. 

It was senseless to build up the Na%y, ran the general argument of 
the foes of such expansion, when the United States svas at peace with 
aU the \vorld and nowhere was there any threat of ■war. One repre- 
sentati\'e stated during the congressional debate on naval appropria¬ 
tions in 1910 that the federation of the world had become a reality as 
a consequence of the international meeting at The Hague, when the 
poNvers “in solemn council made lasvs for all the people of the earth.” 
Another declared ^^ith equally shallow optimism that the prospect of 
the United States e\-er becoming invoh-ed in war was “as chimerical, 
and imlikely as a descent on our coast of an army from the moon.” 

A minority report of the House Naval Committee three years later 
reflected a widespread siew. “For the purpose of defending our coim- 
trs- against attacks from any nation on eartli,” it stated, “we confi¬ 
dently believe that our na\y is amply sufficient and fully adequate, 
and for any other purpose we need no na\y at all.” Certainly the 
American people as a whole were not to be consinced, in spite of all 

51 Congressional Record, XLV. 61st Congress, 2nd Session, Part 4 (Mar. 25 
and Mar. 26, 1910), pp. 3780, 3831; Appendix (.Apr. 8, 1910) p. 119. 

52 Quoted in Harold and Margaret Spout, The Rue of American Naval 
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the propaganda of big-Navy enthusiasts, that their own security could 
in any way be endangered by European power politics. 

Even more important than such views, in accounting for a generally 
isolationist attitude, was a heightened absorption in domestic affairs. 
If Roosevelt for a time during his “imperial years” turned popular 
attention to foreign policy, the period between the Spanish-Amcrican 
War and the First World War was far more importantly marked by 
the impact upon domestic policies of the Progressive movement. The 
battle over the trusts, the campaign to regulate the railroads, conser¬ 
vation and pure food laws, the drive to curb the monev power, and 
many other activities associated with Progressivism left the country 
little time to worry over those possible threats to the world balance of 
power that had first been discerned in the aggressive imperialism of 
Germany and Russia at the turn of the century. 

The Progressives themselves, especially those from the Midwest, 
were largely uninterested in foreign affairs, and always ready to subor¬ 
dinate such issues to the demands of domestic reform. In spite of his 
early ambition to become “the forming and the shaping mind which is 
to mark out foreign policy,” Senator Beveridge refiected this attitude. 
As chairman of the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations in the 
early 1900 s, he was so remiss as to provoke open complaints on the 
part of his colleagues that he was neglecting his responsibilities. 
Equally revealing is the later comment of Walter Lippmann, who 
upon his graduation from Harvard in 1910 became at once absorbed 
in domestic poliUcal reform. Writing in 1943 he recalled: “I cannot 
remember taking any interest whatsoever in foreign affairs until after 
the outbreak of the First World War ... I remained quite innocent 
of the revolutionary consequences of the Spanish-American War ” In 
September, 1914, William Allen White, Kansas editor, wrote: “how 

sad It IS that the war is taking the national attention away from jus¬ 
tice.” 


^ exception to any such generalization was Herbert Croly, whose 
vmtmgs were an important expression of the “Nesv Nationalisin’’ pro- 
c aimed by Roosevelt. Croly had become convinced by 1910 of the need 
for a vigorous and vital foreign policy to promote the national interest 
m eastern Asia and Latin America. And while persuaded that there 
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should be scrupulous avoidance of any entanglement in European poli¬ 
tics as such, he nonetheless felt that the United States could not escape 
its broader responsibilities, and should be prepared for the ultimate 
creation of a democratic alliance for the preserv^ation of universal 
peace.®* 

While the more general Progressive attitude was explainable on the 
grounds of svidespread indifference to foreign affairs, many liberals 
felt that whatever happened in Europe the United States had too 
much to do in putting its own house in order to venture abroad. The 
nation could not afford to dissipate its energy- trying to play a larger 
international role. The Progressives believed that America was entirely 
safe in her relative geographic isolation, and that her all-important 
mission—both for herself and for the world—was to make democracy 
work at home. They ^vere not to be beguiled out “of the high way of 
Heaven.” In their concern svith freedom and justice, they were de¬ 
termined to keep the “lamp burning brightly on this western shore as 
a light to all nations.” 

.A few of them had been briefly converted to imperialism, persuaded 
perhaps, in Lsman Abbott’s phrase, that it was “the new Monroe 
Doctrine, the new imperialism, the imperialism of liberty.” Others 
upheld Roosevelt’s ambitious program in foreign policy because they 
were ready to accept his leadership on any issue. Senator George W. 
Norris of Nebraska, not yet perhaps a full-blown Progressive, later 
wTOte that in the fight over Panama, “I followed him [Roosevelt] step 
by step”—and also confessed that, even at the time, “doubts assailed 
me.” The more general feeling in Progressive ranks, however, was 
that imperialism and Roosevelt’s ambitious policies involved risks that 
were dangerous and unnecessary'. In the assertion of American power, 
whether in the Far East or Latin America, they saw a denial of repub¬ 
lican or democratic principles, and advantage only for those conserva¬ 
tive business interests which they were so strenuously battling on the 
home front. Some few Progressives, chiefly Easterners like Croly, up¬ 
held dollar diplomacy, but not many. “What next?” Senator La 

Herbert Croly, The Promise of American Life (New York, 1910), pp. 


293-313. 

55 Outlook, LIX (.^ug. 27, 1898), 1006. . ,. t,, 

>. Quoted in Wiilitun E. Ltuchtenberg, 

Valiev Historical Renew, XXAIA (^uec., atti'tndes 
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Follette of Wisconsin asked in 1911 in his Weekly, which usually 
ignored foreign affairs altogether. “Is there anything more; anything 
which Mr. Knox and President Taft will not gi\e to foreign nations 
in exchange for ‘business’ desired by their friends in Wall St.?” 

William Jennings Bryan, representative of another school of Mid¬ 
western Progressivism, also strongly opposed an aggressive foreign pol¬ 
icy. A consistent and unrelenting foe of imperialism (in spite of his 
later contradictory policy in the Caribbean as Secretary of State), he 
believed that the United States should seek to exercise only a moral 
influence in international affairs. His deep devotion to peace made 
him an eager advocate of arbitration treaties, and as early as 1905 he 
announced a peace plan of his own devising. Its underlying idea, sub¬ 
sequently incorporated in thirty “cooling off” treaties negotiated in 
1913 and 1914, was the submission of all international disputes to The 
Hague Court, with the provision that until its report had been made 
there would be no resort to war. Throughout this period there was no 
one more anti-imperialist, anti-big-Nav 7 and anti-foreign involvement 
than the silver-tongued orator who preached to a thousand Chau¬ 
tauqua audiences on “The Prince of Peace.” 

When war finally broke out in Euiotx', and circumstances drew the 
United States closer and closer to intervention, the Progressive ranks 
would split. Many liberals would follow Wilson’s lead in foreign as in 
domestic affairs. The Midwestern bloc that made up the original core 
of Progressivism, however, was to oppose American involvement in 
this foreign quarrel to the bitter end. La Follette expressed its point of 
view when he described Europe “as cursed with a contagious, a deadly 
plague.” His major concern was in avoiding all contact with the de¬ 
cadent continent in order to protect the national health.®® 

Every attempt on the part of a Roosevelt or a Taft, or of any other 
public man with an international point of view, to awaken the nation 
to a realization of what being a great power really meant failed in 
these years before the First World War. The implications of the en¬ 
tanglements to which overseas expansion had led, the significance of 
the shifting balance of European power, and the meaning of the role 


Follette’s Weekly Magazine, III (Mar. 4, 1911) 1 
_ ®8See Merle E. Curti, “Bryan and World Peace,” in Smith College Studies 
in History, XWI (Apr.-July, 1931). 

Po/iViW Philosophy of Robert M. La Follette 
(Madron, 1920), p. 209. See also Belle Case La Follette and Fola La Follette, 
liobert M. La Follette (2 vols.. New York, 1953), I, 502-503. 
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that Ae United States was actually playing in world affahs were alike 
completely absorbed in their efforts to broaden 
jwhncal h^rty and economic opportunity in their own land. The 
speU of the Washington legend” was aD-powerful. What Secretary 
Obey had once written, on the eve of war with Spain, remamed jurt 
as ^e on the eve of a far greater war: “A rule of poKcy originating 
with Washmgton, pre-emmently wise for his epoch, ever sbce taught 
m schools, Uuded on the i^oim, preached m the pulpit, and dis¬ 
played m capitals and italics m innumerable political Tnaniml. and 
popular histories, almost becomes part of the mental of 

the generations to wbch it descends. They accept it vrithont knowing 
why and they act upcm it without the least regard to thdr whdUy new 
envircmment.” ** 


No general warnings or advice, mdeed, were ever to sbakp. the am- 
vicdon of the American people that “entanglmg alliances” were not 
for them. It tot* the unanswerable logic of dedrive events to r«»rqiaHf 
them that only through coUecrive security could the United SiahNi 
hope to maintain either its own safdy or the pirndples for vriiich it 
stood. 


** Richard Obey, "bternational Isolation of the United States,” Allamlie 
MinUhlf, LXXl (May, 1898), 583. 



CHAPTER 5 


The Impact of War 


W HEN Woodrow Wilson became President in 1913, his primary 
interest was to carry through that broad program of domestic 
reform which he had outlined as the New Freedom^ International 
problems did not appear to have great urgency. In his first annual 
message to Congress, he voiced the buoyant faith of the American 
people “in a growing cordiality and sense of community interest among 
the nations, foreshadowing an age of settled peace and good will.” " 
Yet in spite of his confidence that a rule of law was gradually replacing 
the rule of force in world relations, he still apparently felt a gnawing 
doubt whether he would be left free to concentrate as entirely as he 
hoped on his battle for tariff revision, currency and banking reform, 
more rigid control of the trusts. “It would be the irony of fate,” he 
confided privately to a friend on the eve of his inauguration, “if my 
administration had to deal chiefly with foreign affairs.” ^ 

His attitude toward the nation’s world role, so far as he had thought 
it out, reflected an intense conviction that America should always ex¬ 
ercise her moral influence to promote liberty, justice, and a righteous 
peace. He had originally been opposed to overseas expansion but later 
swung over to support the “large policy” of 1898, brushing aside 
Washington’s advice as meaning only “be good boys . . . until you 
are big enough to be abroad in the world.” He had come to realize 


Arthur S. Link, Woodrow Wilson and the Progressive Era (New York 
iyo4). ’ 
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that in a contracting ^^■orld ^vhere "the whole had already become a 
simple \-icinage; each part had become the neighbor to the rest,” 
there was no avoiding the interdependence of nations.^ However much 
the American people might like to stay at home, Wilson sternly be¬ 
lieved they had an imperative duty to help other countries, and could 
not escape the obligations of their historic mission to do so. 

He %s'as far more deeply committed to such idealistic principles than 
his predecessors. Where Roosevelt had been primarily concerned with 
establishing the naval power that would make the United States a truly 
effective force for peace, and Taft had sought to promote both the 
national interest and svorld stabiliu- through economic expansion, Wil¬ 
son thought almost exclusively in moral terms. He was equally opposed 
to militarism and dollar diplomacy. The strength of the nation lay in 
its idealism, and its leadership would be established through precept 
and example. "^Ve have an object lesson to give to the rest of the 
world,” he declared on one occasion; and on another stated e\'en more 
succinctly. "The idea of .America is to ser\-e humanits'.” ® 

His first expression of such Wews as President was contained in a 
speech on Latin-.American relations delivered at Mobile, .Alabama, on 
October 27. 1913. Its primaiy purpose was to reassure the Latin 
.American nations of the friendship of the United States, to impress 
upon them that this country would never seek to acquire further terri- 
toiy- bv conquest, and to place the relationship of the nations of the 
\Vestcm Hemisphere upon the high plane of mutual devotion to true 
constitutional Ubertv. The task of the United States, the President 
stated, was to demonstrate a friendship based upon honor and equal¬ 
ity; 

^Ve must show ourselves friends by comprehending their interest whether 
it squares %\ith our own interest or not. It is a very perilous thing to de¬ 
termine the foreign policy of a nation in terms of material interest. It is not 
only unfair to those ssith whom you are dealing, but it is degrading as 

regards vour own acdons_We dare not turn from the principle that 

morality and not expediency is the thing that must guide us and that we 
w-ili never condone iniquiw because it is most convenient to do so.® 

The realitv. however, often fell short of the ideal. .Although boA 
\VUson and his Secretars' of State, William Jennings Biyan, had the 

^Dec. 22, 1900; March, 1901. Public Papers of Woodrow Wibon, I, 367, 

^ May 23, 1914- June 5, 1914. Ibid., III. 118, 127. 

f 'ibid., in. 67, 69. 
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highest motives, politics and economics persistently intruded in the 
determination of policv. When national inteiests in the Caribbean 
seemed to be jeopardized, the policy of the \\ ilson administration did 
not differ in practice very much from that of Taft or Theodore Roose¬ 
velt. Intervention in the affairs of the Central American republics 
might be based on principle, but this was slight consolation to these 
little republics or Latin America generally—particularly when the 
consequences were an extension of the economic or political power of 
the United States.’ 

The most severe test for Wilsonian policies in the early days of the 
administration was Mexico. The revolution which in 1911 broke the 
iron rule of the old dictator Porfirio Diaz left a heritage of plot and 
counterplot, seething political unrest, and bloody violence. American 
lives and property were constantly endangered. The situation further 
worsened when another rebelhon led to the overthrow and cold¬ 
blooded assassination of Diaz’ successor. Victoriano Huerta then set 
himself up as the new provisional president and in 1913 sought United 
States’ recognition. 

Wilson was prepared to follow a policy of patience and forbearance 
toward Mexico, one soon popularly known as “watchful waiting.” But 
while he refused to be bullied into any active inteia ention to safeguard 
American interests, he was unwilling to condone the \-iolence that had 
marked Huerta’s rise to power. The influence of the United States 
was to be exercised in support of constitutionalism. 

Since the days of Thomas Jefferson the de facto recognition of any 
established government, without inquiring too closely how it might 
have come into power, had been established American policy. It did 
not in any sense imply approval of the government concerned. It 
meant no more and no less than a willingness to enter into diplomatic 
relations once the new regime had demonstrated that it was in control 
of the administrative machinery' of the state, popularly supported, and 
prepared to discharge international obligations. In his abhorrence of 
the violence that had marked Huerta’s accession to power, however. 
President Wilson chose to ignore this tradition, which also conformed 
to the general practice of other nations, and he refused to recognize 
the new Mexican government.® He hoped that his policy vrauld 

^ For a detailed discussion of Wibon’s Latin American policv—which he 
aptly terms “missionary diplomacy”—see Link, Woodrow Wilson and the 
Progressive Era, pp. 81-106. 

«Wibon’s nonrecognition poUcy in Latin America was in theon- resersed. 
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The opposition of the United States to Huerta was ultimately to 

hided h presidency and a new government 

headed by \ enustiano Carranza was set up. Before Huerta’s surrender 

however, a further incident occurred that led to what seemed a direci 
repudiation of the noninter^-entionist poUcy that President Wilson pro¬ 
claimed. ^ 


In Apnl, 1914, the Mexican authorities arrested a boatload of 
Amencan sailors that had gone ashore at Tampico, and when their 
commanding officer. Admiral Mayo, insisted on official apologies svith 
a salute to the .\merican flag, Huerta refused to comply with his de¬ 
mands. \\ ilson backed up Admiral Mayo and ordered a retaliatory 
blockade of the Mexican coast. ^Vhen it was challenged in an attempt 
to smuggle arms into Vera Cruz from a German ship, American forces 
bombai'ded and then occupied this Mexican port. 

In seeking authorit\- from Congress for these drastic measures, the 
President tried to explain the contradiction to his declared principles. 
The honor of the United States was at stake, he stated, and only by 
maintaining national honor could America retain the respect of other 
nations. He was determined to sustain a point which he interpreted as 
having an importance over and beyond any immediate issue in rela¬ 
tions with Mexico.® 


This incident has been singled out from the highly complicated 
stor\- of the relations between the United States and Me.xico at this 
time because of the light it throws on Wilson’s approach to foreign 
policy. The President did not fully understand the Me.xican situation. 
His position was at once unrealistic and self-righteous. Yet underlying 
his blundering were principle and conviction. In asking Congress, on 
April 20, 1914, for authority to blockade the Mexican coast, Wilson 


witli a return to the Jefferson tradition, by Secretar>- Stimson in 1931. Ruhl J. 
Bartlett, Th( Record of American Diplomacy (New York, 1954), pp. 549-551. 
The issue remained open in the case of Sosnet Russia (1917-33) and has con¬ 
tinued in dispute in respect to Communist China, 

9 For relations with Mexico and the Vera Cruz incident, see J. F. Rippy, The 
United States and Mexico (New York, 1931), Chaps. XK and XXI; Harley 
Notter, The Origins of the Foreign Policy of Woodrow Wilson (Baltimore, 
1937),' pp. 221 ff.; and, more particularly. Link, Woodrow Wilson and the 
Progressii e Era, pp. 107-144. 
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said: “There can in what we do be no thought of aggression or selfish 
aggrandizement. We seek to maintain the dignity and authority of the 
United States only because we wish always to keep our great influence 
unimpaired for the uses of liberty, both in the United States^and wher¬ 
ever else it may be employed for the benefit of mankind. 

On further developments in relations between the United States 
and Mexico, which remained in a state of recurrent crisis until a stable 
Mexican government was finally formed, we cannot dwell. For m the 
meantime, national attention had been abruptly shifted in another 
direction. The problems of the Western Hemisphere, however trouble¬ 
some, were thrust into the background by the drama of far more 
momentous events in Europe. 

The assassination of an Austrian archduke at Sarajevo, a brief 
period of heightening international tension, the mobilization of im¬ 
patient armies, a crisscross fire of ultimatums, precipitated in August, 
1914, the First World War. The “age of settled peace and good will” 
tragically gave way to a new era of devastating world conflict, and 
little though the American people may have realized it—as they read 
the staggering headlines of the advance of Russian and German 
armies, of the invasion of Belgium, of the rallying of the French and 
the arrival on the continent of a British expeditionary force—a new 
era in their own history was opening. The United States was to find 
itself in a position where the policy it followed—whether of interven¬ 
tion or nonintervention—was to have a decisive effect in determining 
both the outcome of war and the kind of world in which twentieth- 
century man was to live. 

At the beginning of hostilities the American people were largely 
persuaded they had no concern with the war. President Wilson de¬ 
clared that it was “a war with which we have nothing to do, whose 
causes cannot touch us”; or as he later phrased it, “it looked like a 
natural raking out of the pent-up jealousies and rivalries of the com¬ 
plicated politics of Europe.” The obvious conclusion seemed to be 
that the United States in the old phrase of the Swedish ambassador 
talking to John Adams in 1784, should be content to let the peoples of 
Europe “cut each other’s throats with a philosophic tranquillity.” 
Little disposition was shown to quarrel with the President’s injunction 

Public Papers of Woodrow Wilson, III, 102. 

wDec. 8, 1914; July 4, 1919. Ibid., Ill, 226; V, 527. 
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that the nation should obsen^e neutrality in fact as well as in name; 
remain impartial in thought as well as in action. 

An instinctive sympathy for the Allies was coimtered in 1914 by a 
good many doubts over their war aims, and the somewhat less than 
enthusiastic attitude of German-Americans and Irish-Americans to- 
sN-ard eversthing British.^^ The one thing upon which the American 
people appeared to be generally agreed was the importance of main¬ 
taining neutraliw and, as a coroUars- of this position, respect for the 
nation’s rights as a neutral. Unfortunately, neutrality and neutral 
rights were not necessarily the same thing. 

\Vilson firmly believed in neutrality not merely to keep the United 
States out of ^^•ar for its osm sake, but because of the nation’s obliga¬ 
tions to the rest of the world. There was something more important 
for the countn- to do than fight. ‘AVe are the mediating nation,” the 
President stated; it was the country’s duty to remain at peace so that 
it could e.xercise the full force of America—“the force of moral prin¬ 


ciple.” 

At the same time, Wilson was prepared to insist that the belligerents 
ricidlv respect all neutral rights. As early as Febmarv', 1915, he took 
the unequivocsd position that if Germany Uolated such rights through 
her submarine svarfare, destroring American ships or American lives, 
the United States would hold her to “a strict accountability.” He was 
to maintain that a nation could be “too proud to fight” and so certain 
of its course that “it does not need to consmce others by force that it 
is rieht,” yet make a tacit threat of the possible resort to force should 

Gennany step over the lines he drew.^* 

In his own mind, Wilson apparently had little trouble in justifying 
a neutrality that in its commitment to the defense of self-determined 
neutral rights held the seeds of its osm destruction. As in relations 
with Mexico, the dimiri' and authority- of the Umted States were par¬ 
amount in his thought. If the fundamental reason for neutrahty was 
the opportunity to e.xert a moral influence for peace, that 
had to be kept inUolate. National honor was once agam correlat 


with national responsibility. 

H,. posiuon became even more clear when the .sue arose of forbrd- 
dlne travel bv .Americans on belligerent ships as a means of avording 
tlL that might create new friedon with Germany and thereby 

.= see Li-rrar, XLIX (Auc. »• >J> 1>t^>31““ 

13 Public Paper! of Woodrow H itron. III, 304, 33- 
i< Mav 10, 1915. Ibid., Ill, 321. 
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inflame public opinion. The President strongly and successfully 
opposed any such move; 

I cannot consent to any abridgement of the rights of American citizens in 
any respect . . . Once accept a single abatement of right, and many other 
humiliations would certainly follow . . . ^Vhat we are contending for in this 
matter is of the very essence of the things that have made America a so\'- 
ereign nation. She cannot yield them without conceding her own impotency 
as a nation, and making virtual surrender of her independent position among 
the nations of the world.^® 

Again in 1916 he was to tell his countrymen that should a situation 
arise where he could not preserve both peace and honor, they should 
not expect of him “an impossible and contradictory thing.” 

The first important test of Wilson’s neutrality policy was the sinking 
of the Lusitania, on May 7, 1915, with 128 Americans among the 
nearly twelve himdred persons drowmed.^® The United States promptly 
protested and demanded immediate disavowal of an act which it de¬ 
clared to be in clear violation of the established principles of warfare. 
When Germany refused to disavow or make reparation for the attack, 
on the ground that the Lusitania was carr\ing contraband cargo, a 
second note insisted even more vigorously on the American position. 
It appeared to be so strong that the President’s pacifist-minded Sec¬ 
retary of State resigned in protest. William Jennings Br)’an did not 
believe that Americans were justified in traveling on contraband¬ 
carrying ships in the war zone. Insistence on the right to do so, he was 
certain, would carry the nation into a war with which it should have 
nothing to do. The country as a whole sustained Wilson rather than 
Bryan; indeed, the former was widely criticized for not taking an 
even more positive stand. 

Further diplomatic exchanges got nowhere. But while refusing to 
abandon the right to sink contraband-carrying merchant vessels, the 
German government did seek to avoid another crisis in American rela¬ 
tions by privately issuing orders to submarine commanders to spare 
large liners and to take every precaution for the safety of their pas- 

15 Wilson to Stone, Feb. 24, 1916, Papers Relating to the Foreign Relations 
of the United States, 1916 Supplement (Washington, 1929), pp. 177-178. 

i® For full discussion of the Lusitania incident, see Thomas A. Bailey, “The 
Sinking of the Lusitania,” American Historical Review, XLI (1935), pp. 54-73. 

11 Bryan’s position, however, would be endorsed by the neutrality acU of 
1935—3 7. 
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such incident as the sinking of the Arabic was considered out of the 
question. 

For some seven months there \vere no further critical incidents, but 
on March 24, 1916, a French vessel, the Sussex, was torpedoed in the 
English Channel with serious injury to several Americans. The United 
States protest—Lansing would have made it even stronger—was a 
virtual ultimatum. Unless Germany immediately abandoned its exist¬ 
ing methods of submarine warfare against passenger and freight- 
carrying vessels, the United States would have no choice other than to 
sever diplomatic relations. 

Germany now retreated—though not all the way. She definitely 
promised that there would be no further attacks on merchantmen 
without full warning and every effort being made to provide for the 
safety of passengers and crew, but at the same time reser\'ed liberty of 
action if the United States did not induce the other belligerents to 
observe the “la^vs of humanity.” It was clear that whenever Germany 
became convinced that she could successfully defend herself against 
any retaliatory measures which the United States might take, sub¬ 
marine warfare would be resumed.'® 


This final challenge was postponed until early 1917. In the mean¬ 
time, other factors had come into play that were helping to prepare 
the country for war—or at least supporting a rigid insistence on neu¬ 
tral rights that made American entry into the conflict increasingly 
probable. For if submarine warfare was to prove the immediate cause 
for war, no such oversimplified explanation of what happened tells 
the whole story. 

Real neutrality, in fact, had gone by the board long before Germany 
adopted unrestricted submarine warfare. While trade with the Central 
Powers had dwndled aw'ay to virtually nothing, the United States was 
extending vital economic aid to the Allies through an increasing flow 
of both munitions and food upon which they had become increas¬ 
ingly dependent. In statistical terms, the value of American exports to 
Allied countries rose between 1914 and 1916 from $824,860,000 to 
$3,214,000,000. If this trade were to be cut off, the Allies would have 
been shorn of their power to continue the war. The continued avail¬ 


's The entire diplomatic correspondence is found in Foreign Relations, Sup¬ 
plements, 1914-1917, and valuable interpretations in Charles Seymour’s Ameri¬ 
can Diplomacy During the World War (Baltimore, 1934) and American 
Neutrality, 1914-1917 (New Haven, 1935). 
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ability of such essential American supphes held out the only hope of 
Germany s eventual defeat.^® ^ 

^ At the same time, this expanding commerce had become such an 
integral factor in the national economy of the United States that its 
interruption \vould have had almost disastrous domestic consequences. 
Much was made in congressional debates in 1916, and again twenty 
>eap later,-’ of the role played by the munitions makers and inter¬ 
national bankers in blocking every move to place an embargo on mu¬ 
nitions and thereby keeping the nation on the road to war. The fact 
was that the entire country was greatly concerned in a trade that 
embraced not only munitions but other manufactures and such basic 
farm products as wheat, cotton, and beef. Once it had been allowed 
to de\ elop as it did, the people as a whole—farmers, industrial work¬ 
ers, businessmen—were unwilling to forego the commercial activity 
which largely accounted for their domestic prosperity. 

While such considerations strengthened the opposition to any mu¬ 
nitions embargo or other restriction on trade, the economic motive 
was by no means decisive in determining American policy. President 
Wilson accepted the practical arguments of business and financial 
groups in the matter of extending financial credits to the Allies, but 
there is no evidence that their influence persuaded him to keep on the 
course that sustained the historic principle of freedom of the seas and 
the privilege of trading wherever the nation chose. His insistence upon 
holding Germany to a strict observance of neutral rights, as already 
noted, was founded upon a conception of national honor and national 
prestice that in his opinion transcended any idea of economic gain.^^ 
.■kpart from all else, moreover, a basic reason for both popular and 
administration concern with the continued shipment of supplies to 
England and France was the very fact that American economic aid 
had become of such importance to these nations. A mounting sym¬ 
pathy for their cause ran parallel with the demands of economic self- 
interest in encouraging this measure of Allied support, however loud 
Germany’s outcries that .\merican policy was no longer neutral. The 

The economic aspects of neutrality are fully discussed in the many warfame 
histories and especially elaborated in Charles C. Tansill, Amenca Coes to War 
(Boston, 1938). See also Harold C. Syrett, “The Business Press and Amer^ 
Neutrality, 191-1-17,” Mississippi Valley Historical Review, XXXII (bept., 

1945), 21 V- 23 O. . - e- 

= ' Sec later discussion of the -Nyc Investigating Comimttee 

Link, Wocrirow Wilson and the Progressive Era, pp. 197 ff., and particu¬ 
larly pp. 278-281. 
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possibility that it might lead to war was considered less dangerous to 
the national interest than the weakening of the Allied position through 
any sort of embargo. 

For as the European conflict wore on, the natural ties of blood, 
language, and common ideals that since 1900 have always drawn Eng¬ 
land and America together in spite of “family quarrels,” as well as 
the bonds of a traditional friendship for France, increasingly eclipsed 
original doubts about Allied war aims. Propaganda had some part in 
swinging pubhc opinion toward this more favorable attitude toward 
the Alhes. The American people came largely to see the war through 
British eyes. Still, the influence of propaganda in 1914—17 is often 
overemphasized.^- The impact of actual events was of far more im¬ 
portance than anything that was said about them. German violation 
of Belgium’s neutrality, the sinking of the Lusitania, the deportation 
of Belgian civilians, and other instances of flagiant violation of ac¬ 
cepted standards of international conduct were the determining factors 
in building up popular resentment against Germany’s policy and 
therefore increasing sympathy for her foes. 

The world was moving into an era when the rights of neutrals and 
civilians were to be given less and less consideration by any belligerent 
as groups of nation-states struggled for suiaival. But this could not 
affect contemporary judgments in 1914-17. Germany was the first to 
break the ancient rules. Because of her submarine attacks on passenger 
ships, a horrified American public held her responsible for a return to 
barbarism. She was running amok, threatening the very' foundations of 
western civilization. The sinking of the Lusitania was itself enough to 
condemn Germany in the eyes of many people. “She has affronted the 
moral sense of the world,” the Nation exclaimed, “and sacrificed her 
standing among the nations.” 

Entirely apart from either economic or humanitarian considerations, 
some Americans favored support for the Allies, and eventually called 
for active entry into the war, on the ground that a victory' for Ger¬ 
many would directly imperil American security. This point of view re¬ 
flected the earlier idea that the United States would be gravely 
endangered by any continental power upsetting the Atlantic system. 
A Germany victorious over England and France \vould sooner or later, 

“H. C. Peterson, Propaganda for War (Norman, Okla., 1939), and also 
lank, Woodrow Wilson and the Progressive Era, pp. 145-148. 

23The Nation, G (May 13, 1915), 528, quoted in Thomas A. Bailey, A 
Diplomatic History of the American People (New York, 1940), p. 627. 
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according to such arguments, chaUenge this country’s position in the 
Western Hemisphere. Walter Lippmann has written that the other 
factors making for war would never have carried the day “if a ma¬ 
jority of the American people had not recognized intuitively, and if 
some Americans had not seen clearly, what the threatened German 
victoiy could mean to the United States.” 

^Vhile such fears undoubtedly had some part in determining the 
popular attitude toward the war, there is little evidence that they car¬ 
ried the weight ascribed to them by Lippmann. The American people 
hardly understood the implications of an overturn in the existing 
European balance of power. They wanted the Allies to win because 
of their feeling that Englsmd and France stood for the things in which 
they themselves believed, rather than because of fear for their own 
safety. The Atlantic Ocean remained, in popular opinion, an effective 
barrier to any further German conquests. 

A willingness to stand firmly in defense of the right to trade with 
the .Allies—however strongly such a policy might be attacked as a 
departure from the real spirit of neutrality—imd the ultimate decision 
to take up arms against Germany, were primarily due to a deepening 
pnapular conciction that the United States could not stand aside when 
the fundamental principles for which it stood were so precariously at 
stake and its national honor assailed by Germany’s brazen disregard 
of .American rights. 


Although the tides of public opinion were already running strongly 
in fasor of the .Allies in 1916, there were veiy considerable elemente 
among the .American people who remained highly skeptical of then- 
war aims, were not concerned over Germany’s supposed assault upon 
.American interests, and feared that the stand taken in defense of neu¬ 
tral rights would carry the nation into a war that they emphatically 
believed to be none of this countiy’s concern. William Jennings Bryan 
was by no means alone in his conUction that the course the Umted 
States svas following—seUing munitions to the AUies, extending them 


=MValt^r Lippmann, U. S. Foreign Policy (Boston, 1943), PP;,3^34. 
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financial credits, denying German submarines the right to attack 
contraband-carrying vessels—could not be reconciled with real neu¬ 
trality. His resignation at the time of the Lusitania incident had a 
strong impact on public opinion. Although a popular majority may 
have upheld Wilson’s stand, there svas considerable support for the 
view that national honor did not demand a position in respect to sub¬ 
marine operations that was untenable under the changed circum¬ 
stances of modem war.^^ 

The proponents of a more rigid neutrality were active in Congress. 
They repeatedly urged that steps should be taken to refuse credits to 
the belligerent nations, to embargo the shipment of munitions, to for¬ 
bid the entry of armed merchantmen into American ports, and to bar 
American travel on belligerent ships. Those who favored these meas¬ 
ures considered peace, rather than the protection of professed neutral 
rights or support for the Allies, as the all-important goal of foreign 
policy.^® 

And they soon found a further cause for concern in the preparedness 
movement that began to gain increasing headway after 1915. Sensing 
no danger to America whatever the outcome of events in Europe, they 
could find little justification for building up a powerful Nav)’ and saw 
in this program a new force making for war. 

Wilson had at first been completely uninterested in preparedness: if 
the force of America was moral principle, a Navy was irrelevant. He 
realized that the nation could not wholly disregard naval defense, but 
on one occasion, in December, 1914, he said that he turned away from 
the subject because “it is not new. There is no need to discuss it.” 
Within the year, however, popular backing for preparedness persuaded 
him to take steps “to vindicate our right to independent and unmo¬ 
lested action by making the force that is in us ready for assertion.” 
The administration therefore supported appropriation bills that were 
to lay the foundation for a Navy “second to none” as a practical and 
concrete expression of American power. 

2= W. J. Bryan and M. B. Bryan, The Memoirs of William Jennings Bryan 
(Cbcago, 1925), pp. 395-428. 

^^Congressional Record, LII, 63rd Congress, 3rd Session (Feb 26 1915) 
pp. 4705 ff. ^ 

Public Papers of Woodrow Wilson, III, 227, 373-374, 387. For naval de¬ 
bates see Congressional Record, LII, 63rd Congress, 3rd Session, pp. 4705 ff.; 
also Harold and Margaret Sprout, Toward a New Order of Sea Power: Ameri¬ 
can Naval Policy and the World Scene, 1918-1922 (Princeton, 1940) p 36 
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The critics of an uncontrolled munitions trade and of naval expan¬ 
sion remained certain that tliese ^^■ere twin movements bound to lead 
the nation into unjustified hostilities. They were a varied group- 
characterized by an increasingly belligerent Theodore Roosevelt as 
a ‘'flapdoodle pacifist and mollycoddle outfit”—and they were highly 
vocal. Sincere and liberal proponents of neutrality worked wth pro- 
German elements, foes of British imperialism, and traditional isola¬ 
tionists. They ^^•ere agreed only in their common conriction that 
.America must be kept out of war. The cr\- of freedom of the seas and 
neutral rights meant nothing to them if such conceptions had to be 
defended by force of arms. 

The issues arising from the fear of a gradual drift into war naturally 
enough entered into the presidential campaign of 1916. There was no 
sharp cleavage beUveen the Democratic and Republican position, how¬ 
ever. The Democrats coined the slogan “He kept us out of war” and 
urged ^Vil5on’s election as the way to peace; the Republicans, who 
had nominated Charles Evan Hughes, criticized administration policy 
as weak and vacillating, but, concerned over the German-American 
\ote, failed to advocate more forceful measures. The President was 
re-elected primarily on domestic issues.*” In spite of this relative subor¬ 
dination of foreign affairs during the campaign, however, the question 
of war or peace was drawing to a crisis by the close of 1916. 

Although the threat of breaking off diplomatic relations after the 
torpedoing of the Sussex had forced Germany to countermand sub¬ 
marine attacks on merchant vessels, ^V^son knew that the U-boat 
commanders would be unleashed ^vhenever the German rulers felt it 
to be ad\-isable. He realized that the United States would find itself in 
a position almost surely leading to war because of his own decision to 
hold Germany to a “strict accountability'” for any attacks on Americ^ 
shipping. Convinced in these circumstances that the only way to avoid 
war was to make peace, he sought some effective way to mediate the 


conflict. u 1 ■ 

He had made several premous efforts along these lines. Early m 

1915 and s^ain a year later, he sent Colonel Edward M. House, his 
most intimam advisor, on special foreign missions to explore the jmssi- 
bilities of bringing about a peace conference. The astute Colonel, al- 
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ways strongly pro-Ally, had on the latter occasion gone so far as to 
assure the British Foreign Secretary, Sir Edward Grey, that if a peace 
conference were held and Germany proved recalcitrant, the United 
States would probably enter the war on the side of the Allies. But 
Great Britain was not willing to talk peace nor is it clear that Wilson 
was willing to make war, so the Colonel’s maneuvers came to nothing. 
Now, however, the President was ready to try again and on December 
18, 1916, he made a major appeal for an end to hostilities. 

Acting upon the premise that “the objects which the statesmen of 
the belligerents on both sides have in mind are virtually the same”—a 
statement that badly shocked his pro-Ally advisors—Wilson called 
upon both the Allies and Central Powers to set forth their specific 
peace aims.*® When they failed to give any satisfactory reply to this 
appeal, he then took the further step of outlining what he himself 
considered the sort of settlement they should seek. This was his famous 
“peace without victory” address. The new world order to which he 
called the warring nations to subscribe was not to be based upon a 
balance of military power or entangling alliances, but rather on a 
peace incorporating those principles of self-government, freedom of 
the seas, and limitation of armaments for which the United States had 
always stood—“a peace made secure by the organized major force of 
mankind.” 

The European belligerents showed no interest in bringing the war 
to an end on any such terms. And this failure to promote the idea of 
a negotiated peace had elements of tragedy going far beyond its imme¬ 
diate effects on American prospects for staying out of war. It was a 
critical turning point in modem history. A peace between equals rep¬ 
resented perhaps the only chance of a rational approach to settlement 
of the issues that had brought on Europe’s conflict and the re¬ 
establishment of a stable world society. This was Wilson’s prophetic 
warning. A peace imposed by the victors upon the vanquished, he 
declared, “would rest, not permanently, but only as upon quicksand.” 

The unsuccessful “peace without victory” address was almost imme¬ 
diately followed by Germany’s declaration of unrestricted submarine 
warfare on January 31, 1917. The long-feared crisis was at hand. The 
alternatives before the coimtry were forceful insistence on neutral 
rights or surrender to the German challenge. 

Foreign Relations, 1916, Supplement, pp. 97-99. 

Jan. 22, 1917. Public Papers of Woodrow Wilson, IV, 407-414. 
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There was an immediate popular demand for positive action. The 
swelling ranks of interventionists insisted that the timp for temporizing 
was past and that the United States could no longer stand aside while 
its rights were so arrogantly assailed by threatened attack on American 
lives and American propert>\^’^ When Wilson, his band forced, an¬ 
nounced that, in fulfillment of the stand taken at the time of the sink¬ 
ing of the Siissex, diplomatic relations would be broken with Germany, 
Congress and the coimtry generally approved.®^ Typical of the position 
taken by a great majority’ of the nation’s newspapers was the forthright 
statement of the Boston Transcript: 


From the quixotic adventure of imposing upon the Old World a “peace 
without victory,” vve are brought up with a sharp turn by the imperative 
necessity of defending American honor, American rights, American lives, 
American property—against a war without quarter with which Germany 
has threatened, not the New World only, but the whole world. . . .®® 


Yet for aU the claunor of the interv’entionists—Senator Stone was to 
state on March 3 that “about all we have heard in Washington for 
months has been a prolonged shriek for war” —^there remained a 
very articulate opposition. Congressional spokesmen for the peace 
faction bitterly repeated that the United States had never been really 
neutral and was being maneuvered into an entirely false position. The 
real forces making for war, they maintained, were the bankers and 
munitions makers seeking to rescue their trade and investments. They 
hotly denied that any vital American rights or interests were endan¬ 
gered, or that the national honor w’as at stake. 

Such opposition stemmed not only from antiwar feeling as such. It 
also reflected the old isolationist tradition. Intervention in the Euro¬ 
pean conflict was seen as not only leading to a needless sacrifice of 
American Uves, but to what would become a permanent involvement 
in European intrigue and rivalries. The debates in Congress brought 
out once again, in the recurrent pattern of the past, all the old argu¬ 
ments over the nation’s world role.®® 

One school of thought advocated a “limited war.” Its spokesmen 


31 Tansill, America Goes to War, pp. 650 ff. 

32 Literary Digest, LIV (Mar. 3, 1917). , , . a /Ttrston. 
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were ready to accept war as inescapable if Germany attacked Amer¬ 
ican shipping, and yet remained strongly opposed to anv entaivili'nient 
in the strife of Europe. “VVe will vote to maintain by force, if need be. 
our liberties upon the sea,” Congressman Lenroot of Wisconsin stated; 
“but that does not mean we will vote a general declaration of war 
against Germany.” The Milwaukee Sentinel stated that if forced into 
hostilities “Uncle Sam ‘would fight his own hand’ and having eained 
his own end would cease fighting.” 

Without going quite this far, Senator Borali vigorously stressed 
national aims. He agreed reluctantly upon the necessity of countering 
Germany’s action with force, but was nonetheless stufibornly opposed 
to what he already considered ’iVilson’s dangerous internationalism, 
Immediately after the declaration of war he would introduce a reso¬ 
lution, strongly supported by Henry Cabot Lodge, that reafliinied the 
policies of Washington, Jefferson, and Monroe, and declared it to be 
the Senate’s intention to conform “to these time-honored pr inciples so 
long and so happily a part of our foreign policy,” Borah’s defense of 
his stand was emphatic: “I join no crusade; I seek or accept no alli¬ 
ance; I obligate this government to no other power, I make war alone 
for my countrymen and their rights, for my country and its honor,” 

Among other Progressives and liberals who had earlier reflected iso¬ 
lationist views, there were now many who were reads- to accept the 
call to defend liberty and justice in a wider sphere. Their progressiv- 
ism took on international overtones. This was especially the case 
among such faithful followers of Theodore Roosevelt as Albert J. 
Beveridge and Harold Ickes. There were others. In grappling with 
the issues of the world, Walter Lippmann had long since written, the 
old isolationism in which everyone had been educated would have to 
be abandoned. The United States could not avoid the theaters of 
trouble, it should seek a coalition ‘with the powers \s'hose poliev- is 
most nearly like our own.” The editorials in the New Republic were 
soon to reveal a complete conversion to Wilsonian principles in de¬ 
claring that the liberal peoples of the world are united in a common 
cause.” 


Literary Digest, LIV (Mar. 3, 1917), 538. 

LV, 65th Congress, 1st Session (Apr. 6, 1917) p. 
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It itill remained true, however, that the hitter.«nd npprmi im el wv 
continued to represent, perhaps more than any other lii^ ekmcM ii 
national life, the proi;ra«ive forcei of the We« and Midweat Tho* 
could be no persuading men like Senators La FoUette and Nonii that 
the United States should join the Allies, involve itaelf n a bloody 
imperialistic struugle, and turrender iu freedom of action. Their m- 
stinctive isolationism was only reinforced by the idea of takinf tsp anaa 
in defense of denxxrracy. They were afraid it wtxild only endu^ a 
democracy still unfulfilled in America.*• 

Again and again La FoUette declared that in taking part in dni 
European quarrel, the United Sutes was denying rather tkM> vsadi> 
eating cversthing for which it stood, inviting all those troubles 
which the founders of the Republic had so farsightedly warned. **Arc 
we,” he asked, “seizing upon this war to consolidate artd exteisd aa 
imperial policy?” 

Senator Stone had only ridicule for the idea that any read danger 
confronted the United States. “This is so ludicrous,” he stated, “that 
it is almost impiossible to treat it seriously. . . . When did it cook to 
pass that Uncle Sam must lay his head on the palpiuting breast of 
Uncle Johnny Bull with a timid sense of dependence?"** 

The antiwar faction, however, was a minority. Both Congress and 
the American people as a whole were fuUy persuaded by March, 1917, 
that the United States could not retreat in the face of the German 
challenge of unrestricted submarine warfare. They were prepared if 
necessary to take up arms in defense of national rights and national 


honor. 

Further events now hurried the country along its fateful path. A 
first move to protect American interests—short of war was the arm¬ 
ing of American merchantmen, which was at first blocked by a sena¬ 
torial filibuster but then authorized by executive action. While the 
public was still excitedly debating the implications of such a roos-e, the 
State Department published an intercepted note from the Gem^ 
Foreign Minister to the German minister in Mexico—the «>caiW 
Zimmenmann note—proposing a German-Mcxican alliance, with 

*» Eric F. Goldman, Rmdtxtous vitk D*itiny (New \ork, 1952), pp. 241, 
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possible adherence of Japan, should the United States enter the war. 
The bait was to be the recovery by Mexico of Texas, Arizona, and 
New Mexico. Some ten days later came the startling news of revolu¬ 
tion in Russia, and its promise of a democratic regime to replace the 
arbitrary rule of czars. The only obstacle to belie\'ing that the Euro¬ 
pean conflict was in truth a struggle between autocracy and freedom 
was removed. Then, on March 12, Germany made good her threat of 
unrestricted submarine warfare by sinking the unarmed American 
merchantman Algonquin; six days later three more ships were tor¬ 
pedoed. 

Still, President Wilson struggled to avoid the consequences of this 
mounting crisis. In spite of the intensive pressure ^vhich he was under, 
both from the public and his advisors, he was reluctant to ask for war. 
He did not want to abdicate his leadership as had McKinley two 
decades earlier: “We are not governed by public opinion in our con¬ 
clusion,” he told his war-minded Cabinet on March 20. “I want to be 
right whether it is popular or not.” Yet there appeared to be no 
way he could lead his countrymen except into war. “What else can I 
do?” was his frantic question, and he must already have known in his 
own mind that he had no real choice.^^ 

If war had to come, however, Wilson was determined that it should 
not be waged in a narrow self-interest, but in fulfillment of the his¬ 
toric destiny of the United States to promote liberty and justice. In no 
other way could he condone the failure of his policy to make a neutral 
United States the decisive influence in a negotiated peace. And the 
issues had to be drawn so clearly that the American people would be 
prepared to accept the sacrifices of war in fighting for an even greater 
cause than national rights or national security. The war had to become 
a struggle between Right and Wrong. 

On April 2, 1917, Wilson appeared before Congress and asked for 
a formal declaration of war. Neutrality was no longer feasible or de¬ 
sirable, he now declared, where the peace of the world and the free¬ 
dom of its people were at stake. The United States had no selfish 
interests to serve but was prepared to battle for those things that were 

^23^***^ Lansing, Secretary of State (Indianapolis, 1935), 

« The question was asked of both Colonel House and Frank Cobb of the 
New York World. The Intimate Papers of Colonel House (4 vols., Boston, 
1926-28), II, 462-A63; John Heaton, Cobb of “The World” (New York 
1924), p. 268. 
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even more precious than peace—for democracy, for the rights and lib¬ 
erties of small nations, and for 

... a universal dominion of right by such a concert of free peoples as shall 
bring peace and safety to all nations and make the world itself at last free. 
To such a task we can dedicate our lives and our fortunes, everything that 
we are and eveiything that we have, with the pride of those who know that 
the day has come when America is privileged to spend her blood and her 
might for the principles that gave her birth and happiness and the peace 
that she has treasured. God helping her, she can do no other." 

Hotvever sober the attitude of the President himself, the response of 
the listening congressmen was excited, tumultous approval. On April 
4 the Senate adopted the war resolution by a vote of 82 to 6, and two 
day^ later the House followed its lead with a vote of 373 to 50. The 
fateful die was cast.^^ 


The United States had gone to war because the position in which 
the nation found itself, as a result of the policy that President Wilson 
had adopted toward submarine warfare, finally left no other choice 
compatible ssith svhat was considered national honor. Germany had 
taken the immense gamble of directly chaUenging America in the be- 
hef that unrestricted submarine warfare would bring the Allies^ to 
their knees before further aid from this country could become effective. 
The American people were not only ready to accept this challenge, 
but compelled a now reluctant President to carry his policy through 
to its logical and perhaps inescapable conclusion. It was too late to 
reverse an attitude which had been built up during the war years be¬ 
cause of a growing economic dependence on trade svith the Allies, a 
mounting sympathy for the cause which this trade was sustaimng, and 
a deepening conviction that the defeat of Germany-at whatever cost 


—was in the nationtJ interest. 

Once the decision was reached, the war then became subhmated 
in die minds of a majority of the Amerit^ people into » 8^' 
sade. Follotring Wilson’s inspired leadenhip, they beheved that thn 
„as a vastly different war from the age-old struggles of the past. It 
was the war to end aU wars. The great goal of endurmg peace would 
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be finally achieved with the overthrow of German tyranny. The con¬ 
fidence in continuing social progress and the unlimited faith in a 
beneficent future that had characterized the Progressive era were given 
1 global scope.^® 

President Wilson continued to sustain this lofty vision. In the face 
Df all the natural disillusionments of war, he sought to keep the sights 
Df the people fixed on their ultimate aims. If the idea of a peace with¬ 
out victory had given way to a determination to use force—“force to 
lie utmost, force without stint or limit”—to bring Germany to her 
mees, the war was still to be one of “high disinterested purpose.” As 
he nation’s cause was just and holy, the President told his country- 
nen, so must the final settlements be just and holy; and “for this we 
;an fight, but for nothing less noble or less worthy of our tradition.” 
[n his mind here was the summation, the final climax, of the world 
nission of America. “Once more we shall make good with our lives 
ind fortunes the great faith to which we were born, and a new glory 
hall shine in the face of the people.” 

This was the underlying spirit in which the nation went to war in 
^pril, 1917. 

46 “'The fact is,” Reinhold Niebuhr has written, “that every nation is caught 
n the moral paradox of refusing to go to war unless it can be proved that the 
National interest is imperiled, and in continuing in the war only by proving 
hat something much more than the national interest is at stake.” The Irony 
f American History (New York, 1952), p. 36. 
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The Great Retreat 


A LITTLE over a year and a haK after his call to arms against Ger¬ 
many, on December 4, 1918, President Wilson saUed for the 
peace conference at Paris. 

During the interv ening months the reinforced Allies, after their long 
years of "bloody struggle, had finally broken down the strength of the 
Central Powers. The mobilization of the massive industrial resources 
of the United Sutes, the growing bulk of food and of war materials 
ferried across the Atlantic, the arrival of fresh American troops on the 
battle-scarred plains of northern France, had tipped the scales of w^. 
There had been cruel fighting and heavy loss of fives, but at last the 
Allied forces were ever^-where triumphant. On November 11, with 
revolution at home and a dethroned Kaiser fleemg ipiomimously to 
Holland, the German authorities had signed the Armistice. 

The President was now going overseas, not to conclude the nego- 

u„ed setdemen. bedveen equals Uu. he had once 

the only hope of permanent peace m a war-tom world, but to take 

part in drawing up peace terms that would be imposed upon the van- 

’thlt"heeu so.e si.us of a ^ah»du, 

The Republican victories at the mid-term elections m 1918 were a por 
yZ shifting political tides. Wilson was noneto confident 

that the American Vople shared his vision 

.ould not turn statement: “I join 

Perhaps he YZTLcepi no alliance.” Certainly he explained away 
r cddcu™ of his pea„ dele^ahou 

io8 
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and of his own trip to Europe, as irresponsible partisanship that could 
be easily overcome. The great war leader appeared to have no mis¬ 
givings over his ability to play a comparable role as the great leader in 
establishing peace. 

His ideas for the future had been set forth within the vague contours 
of the Fourteen Points (later supplemented by some ten additional 
“points”) that he announced on January 8, 1918 as a statement of 
war aims. Apart from a number of specific territorial proposals, they 
embraced such general conceptions as the self-determination of 
peoples, freedom of the seas, removal of economic barriers, limitation 
of armaments, and an association of nations to guarantee the inde¬ 
pendence of great and small states alike. Through this program, Wil¬ 
son said, ran one basic principle, the principle of justice; unless this 
principle was made the foundation of peace, peace could not stand.^ 
Its practical application was the duty that now devolved upon the 
statesmen meeting in Paris. 

The course of negotiations was not a smooth one. Hammering 
steadily at his main objective—the League of Nations—Wilson refused 
to be diverted or deterred. And he succeeded not only in winning 
approval for the covenant of the proposed League, but in integrating 
it so closely with the over-all peace settlements that it became insep¬ 
arable from them. No matter what later befell the League, this was his 
victory and his triumph. 

There were other issues which had to be decided, however, if there 
was to be any general peace, and therefore any League. Here the 
harassed President found himself combating the determined views of 
the European statesmen who were still playing the power politics he 
abhorred. “Mr. Wilson bores me with his Fourteen Points,” growled 
the cynical Clemenceau, “why, God Almighty has only ten!” The 
French Premier, Prime Minister Lloyd George, and Premier Orlando 
considered themselves realists. Their willingness to accept the League 
was predicated upon peace terms that would assure the nations they 
represented the maximum of advantage. The fears and prejudices bom 
of century-old rivalry and conflict, in some instances already reflected 
in secret treaties that would have divided the spoils of war regardless 
of Wilsonian principles, were not dissipated by the glittering promise 
of a brave new world. 


^R. S. Baker and W. E. Dodd, The Public 
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Peacemaking soon found the United States involved in problems 
that opened up all those “vials of perplexities and ills” against which 
its early statesmen had warned and from which the nation had here¬ 
tofore so successfully held aloof. The President had to take a stand <» 



the boundaries of the new succession states in eastern Europ^ the 
project for creating a Franco-German buffer in the ^ 

daLs to Fiume, the status of the Saar, the temtonal Imnts of Polan<^ 
the future tide to German colonies, Japanese nghts m Sh^tung, an 
the determination of reparations. No one of these problems w^ of 
immediate or direct concern to the Umted Sutes. eir eqm 
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settlement was nevertheless essential if the organized major force of 
mankind was to guarantee the future peace." 

Wilson sought valiantly and doggedly to achieve a just peace. “Tell 
me what is right,” he had said to the experts charged with the study 
of all these immensely complicated issues, “and I’ll fight for it.” ^ But 
right and wrong, even in the abstract, were not so easily determined. 
The principle of self-determination was oftentimes in conflict with the 
most fundamental demands of economic justice; the rights of one 
nation could not always be adjusted to the equally defensible rights of 
another. Moreover there was no withstanding certain practical con¬ 
siderations at war with abstract justice, and no diverting the powerful 
force of national interests that too insistently demanded protection. 
The settlements that were written into the Treaty of Versailles inevi¬ 
tably involved compromise and concession. They could not, in all too 
many instances, be easily reconciled with the ideals on which \Vilson 
had declared they must be based. 

The President realized this. In his own mind these concessions were 
justified, however, as measures necessary to secure general adherence 
to the League of Nations. For it was to be one of the functions of the 
League to review the decisions made at Paris. He did not envisage 
peace as something static, but as a dynamic force bulwarking world 
justice. What was above all essential was to create, through such an 
agency as the League, the machineiy to adjust international disputes 
without recourse to war; “Settlements may be temporal^, but the 
actions of the nations in the interests of peace and justice must be 
permanent. We can set up permanent processes. We may not be able 
to set up permanent decisions.” * Yet there will always be controversy 
whether even an effective League—with American membership— 
could have successfully unraveled the dangerously tangled skein of the 
decisions reached at Paris. Compromises were of course essential, but 
in a number of instances they went so far as to undennine the basic 
principles Wilson had set forth as necessary for an enduring peace. In 
his determmation to maintain support for the League, the President 
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sometimes gave ground too easily, hesitant to exercise American in¬ 
fluence as forcefully as he might have in trying to modify the compet¬ 
ing demands of national self-interest. 

The more fundamental question may also be raised as to whether 
the settlements reached at Paris did not actually perpetuate the old 
order rather than proside a sound basis for the new. Deep-seated eco¬ 
nomic problems had played a major part in bringing on the war. For 
all his emphasis, in 1917 and 1918, on the political implications of the 
conflict, his insistence that it was basically one between autocracy and 
democracy. Wilson fully recognized and later frankly acknowledged 
the importance of the economic background. During his campaign to 
win .American acceptance of the Versailles Treaty he asked of one 
audience in 1919; 


Is there any man here or any woman, let me say is there any child here, 
who does not know that the seed of vsar in the modem world is industrial 
and commercial rivalry? The real reason that the war we have just finished 
took place was that Germany was afraid her commercial ris'als were going 
to cet the better of her, and the reason why some nations went into the war 
against Germany was that they thought Germany would get the commercial 
advantage of them. . . . This war in its inception was a commercial and 
industrial war. It was not a political war.* 


This svas an uncharacteristic oversimplification of the causes of war, 
but industrial and commercial factors were significant, and Wilson 
cannot be absolved of his share of responsibility' in the failure of the 
conference to give them more serious consideration in drawing up the 
terms of peace. ^Vhile the third of his Fourteen Points had called for 
“the removal, so far as possible, of all economic barriers and the estab¬ 
lishment of an equality of trade conditions,” he appeared to have 
completely forgotten it. Indeed, the President told one of his advisers 
on the eve of the peace conference that he was “not much interest 
in the economic subjects.” « This was hardly realistic^ His rduemee 
to mve adequate attention to matters economic and financial^^ and to 
their effect upon the new world order, was to have far-reachmg and 
unhappy consequences.' 

^.Xue. 5. 1919. Public Papers of Woodrow Wilson V 6V, 638. 
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It is true that Wilson tried to control the old forces of imperialistic 
rivalry through treaty provisions making the former German colonies 
mandates of the League of Nations instead of distributing them among 
the victorious powers. When his original idea that the mandatory 
nations should be such small neutral countries as Holland, Sweden, 
and Denmark was given up, however, the purposes of his plan were 
largely nullified.® Imperialistic rivalries had by no means been elim¬ 
inated, and were with time to flare up once again with fresh virulence. 

Wilson had to recognize the overwhelming obsession of France with 
security—and her general skepticism over the proposed League guar¬ 
antees. In countering French demands for the creation of an inde¬ 
pendent Rhineland, he consequently went so far as to agree to a 
special Treaty of Guarantee with France, paralleling a similar Anglo- 
French pact. This was a curious incident in the negotiations at Paris. 
For such a security treaty—to an even greater degree than American 
membership in the League of Nations—was a flat repudiation of the 
pohcy of no entangling alliances. It contained a firm and definite 
commitment. Should France, pending the effective establishment of 
the League of Nations, become the victim of an “unprovoked move¬ 
ment of aggression” on the part of Germany, the United States would 
at once come to her assistance. Oddly enough, this treaty won the 
support of some isolationists who opposed League membership. Here 
was an entanglement, but it was considered a temporary one, and it 
did not involve—for example—possible intervention in the even more 
distant affairs of Yugoslavia, Poland, or Greece. The Franco-American 
Treaty, however, was to meet an even more ignominious fate than that 
of the Treaty of Versailles. Submission to the Senate was postponed 
and it was then permanently pigeonholed in the dark recesses of the 
files of the Committee on Foreign Relations.® 
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The peace terms which Germany was finaUy compeUed to accept 
were a compromise between the harshly punitive settlement that the 
victor might have imposed upon the vanquished and a freely nego¬ 
tiated peace based upon the mutual accommodation of conflicting 
interests. Wilson was to characterize the Treaty of Versailles as severe, 
but no more severe than the defeated enemy deserved. It completely 
disarmed Germany; deprived her of her colonies; compelled her to 
restore certain territories acquired by pre^^ous conquest, such as 
Alsace-Lorraine; and held her liable to indeterminate reparations, in¬ 
cluding payment for both ciN-ilian damages and military pensions. Yet 
it did not so limit or restrict Germany’s recuperative powers as to 
prevent her recover)’ from the ravages of war and the ultimate re¬ 
assertion of national power. The treaty settlement as a whole could be 
attacked—and \vas attacked—as both too harsh and too soft. It could 
be attacked—and was attacked—as both ignoring the realities of 
power politics and failing in many respects to embody the principles 
underlined in the Fourteen Points.^® 

From the American point of view, the League was always the 
treaty’s most important feature, for membership constituted an implicit 
undertaking to uphold the general peace settlements. Going even fur¬ 
ther, the famous Article Ten of the Covenant pledged the signatory 
nations to respect and preserve against external aggression the terri¬ 
torial integrity and existing political independence of all League mem¬ 
bers. In signing the Versailles Treaty, President \Vilson consequently 
not only accepted the terms of peace, but seemed to have committed 
the United States to their continued support. 

America had taken up arms not alone in defense of national rights, 
but to promote certain broad and idealistic aims. On the assumption 
that these aims had either been incorporated in the peace settlements 
or could be realized through the League of Nations, the American 
people were now being asked to confirm what had been done in their 
name. Completely rejecting the traditional noninterventionist policy, 
the President called upon the nation to subscribe to a universal pact 
for safeguarding the peace and security of all the world. There was no 
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alternative, he stated in one speech on September 6, 1919, to this 
basic shift in American policy: 

The isolation of the United States is at an end not because we chose to 
go into the politics of the world, but because by the sheer genius of this 
people and the growth of our power we have become a determining factor in 
the history of mankind and after you have become a determining factor you 
cannot remain isolated, whether you want to or not. Isolation ended by the 
processes of history, not by the processes of our independent choice, and the 
processes of history merely fulfilled the prediction of the men who founded 
our Republic.^^ 


There is every evidence that the overwhelming majority of the 
American people were prepared, in the early spring of 1919, to ap¬ 
prove the Treaty of Versailles and American membership in the 
League of Nations. Newspaper polls, resolutions adopted by thirty- 
two state legislatures, the declarations of labor unions, farm groups, 
women’s organizations, and professional associations, all substantiate 
this interpretation of public opinion. Even the Midwest seemed to fall 
in line. From the Ohio State Journal came the anguished cry that if 
there were no League, “God pity us all, for there will be war from 
now to kingdom come.” It was the opinion of both Lodge and 
Borah, already desperately seeking ways to defeat Wilsonism, that if 
League membership were put to an immediate popular test, it would 
win a sweeping nationwide victory.^^ 

The President’s lofty confidence that the country would support his 
foreign policy would not appear entirely misplaced in view of such 
evidence. Had pro-League sentiment remained as powerful as it was 
during the spring of 1919, even a Republican dominated and strongly 
anti-Wilson Senate might have been compelled to give way before 
public pressure and accept the Treaty of Versailles without crippling 
reservations. But this was not what happened. Other factors came into 
play. And they brought about not only the rejection of the League, 
but what was even more important and more unfortunate, the nation’s 
complete recoil from any collective action to meet the political and 
economic problems resulting from Germany’s defeat. 

Long before the President’s return from Paris with the Treaty of 
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Versailles, the latent forces of anti-Wilsonism had assumed significant 
proportions. His Republican foes had become increasingly resentful of 
what they regarded as his highhanded and domineering Uctics. Their 
opposition \vas then intensified by his challenge to the Senate, on his 
brief interim return to the United States during the peace conference, 
to dare to reject the pledges he had made for American membership 
in the League. On the eve of sailing again for Paris in March, 1919, 
^\'ilson had told a New York audience; “When that treaty' comes 
back, gentlemen on this side \v-ill find the covenant not only in it, but 
so many threads of the treaty tied to the covenant that you cannot 
dissect the covenant from the treaty without destroying the whole vital 
structure.” 


Wilson did not create the opposition to the peace that he offered 
the American people, but his attitude was not always calculated to 
provide an atmosphere that would have encouraged calm dehberation 
on the momentous issue that League membership represented. It is 
true that in response to criticism, and especially to the outspoken 


attack on his policy contained in a “Roimd Robin” expression of sena¬ 
torial opposition signed by thirty-nine senators or senators-elect and 
presented by Lodge on March 3, he induced the peace conference to 
accept certain Republican proposals for changes in the Covenant as 
orisfinally' dravsTi up. Domestic issues were excluded from the League s 
province, the right of vsithdrawal from membership was stipulated, 
and—most important—“regional understandings like the Monroe Doc¬ 
trine” were specifically safeguarded."" Nevertheless Wilson would not 
be persuaded that any further amendments or reservations should be 
considered. He did not beheve they were being urged in good faith. 


and felt in any event that further revision of the League Covenant 
should be left to later consideration after .\merican ratification of the 
peace treatv. Whatever the justification for his position, his insistence 
that it was'the duty of the United States to accept in full everything 
that had been finally determined at Paris lost him support. Nor id 
he help his cause vsith his repeated dismissal of all opposition within 
the Senate as nothing more than factious partisanship. 

For even as he returned to Paris for the final stage of the negotia¬ 
tions the peace was being subjected to a cold scrutiny by e ements 
within the country which were not motivated by partisan rancor. 


fNew York, 19321, pp. 153-159, 183-185. 



THE GREAT RETREAT 


11 ', 


Nationalistic groups with strong ties with the Old World—Geiman- 
Americans, Italian-Americans, Polish-Americans, Irish-Amcricans— 
bitterly criticized the treaty for its failure to satisfy all the demands of 
their native lands. Many liberals who had heretofore generously sup¬ 
ported both the domestic and foreign policies of the Wilson Adminis¬ 
tration, such as those associated with the New Republic school, 
strongly resented a settlement that seemed to them to perpetuate the 
basic evils of the old order rather than to provide any hope for realiz¬ 
ing the war aims of democracy. From their point of view, the League 
was an agency designed to freeze the status quo. And most important 
of all, the old forces of isolationism threw off the enforced acquiescence 
of war days to rise in revolt against the reversal of traditional policy 
represented by membership in a League whose basic purpose was to 
sustain the territory and independence of all its members.^® 

The American people as a whole were not to take so strong a stand 
as the hyphenates, the liberals, or Wilson’s partisan foes. Some time 
earlier an editorial in the New York Sun had predicted that when the 
war came to an end, “a lot of people will pick up their 1913-14 
thoughts right where they laid them down.” As the actual struggle 
over League membership was being fought out in the Senate, this 
popular reversion to the old isolationist habit of mind was just e.xactly 
what was taking place. 

The process was hastened by domestic developments. The year 1919 
was marked by skyrocketing inflation, violent and disturbing industrial 
disputes, the outbreak of bloody race riots in half a dozen cities, and 
a pervasive fear of the Bolshevik activity which was believed to under¬ 
lie much of the social unrest of the period. These issues began to steal 
newspaper headlines and force foreign affairs further and further into 
the background. There was continued interest in the League and 
strong pressure from many quarters in favor of American membership, 
but the grave import of problems immediately at hand fostered an 
increasingly indifferent attitude on the part of the public as a whole. 
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Moreover the slump from wartime idealism intensified the growing 
skepticism over what good could ever come from American member¬ 
ship in the League. The returning soldiers had in many instances 
undergone shattering experiences that appeared to them to have little 
relation to the high goals for which they had believed themselves 
fighting. The mass destruction that had taken place on the bloody 
fields of northern France could not be easily reconciled with the con¬ 
cept of battling for freedom and democracy. In the disillusionment 
bom of harsh experience, the only policy that justified itself in the 
minds of many \ eterans was one that barred any possible likelihood of 
the L'nited States ever again becoming involved in foreign war.^^ 

This negative and cmical attitude was to find enduring expression 
in much of the postwar literature—the writings of Dos Passos, Hem- 
in 2 r\vav, Fitzgerald. Cummings, and others of the “lost generation.” 
Perhaps nowhere has it been more faithfully reflected than in the 
words of Hemingway’s hero in A Farewell to Arms: “I was always 
embarrassed bv the \vords sacred, glorious, and sacrifice and the ex¬ 
pression in vain. ... I had seen nothing sacred, and the things that 
svere glorious had no glor^- and the sacrifices were like the stockyards 

at Chicaeo if nothing was done Nsdth the meat except to bury it-” 

^\’hen to such disillusionment were added the disappointments of 
the peace itself, it was not surprising that the war veterans helped to 
foster a growing consdction that the country should think twice before 
invitin? further entanglement in European affairs. 

The orimnal popular reaction in favor of League membership, as 
this gradually changing attitude suggested, had been largely an emo¬ 
tional one—a cany-over of the crusading fers-or that had marked 
American entry into the war. Under such circumstances a dechion to 
join the League, without full realization of what membership implied 
in terms of traditional .\merican policy, might have had as unhappy 
consequences as the refusal to become a member. There would have 
been no certain^ that on sober second thought the Amencan peop e 
misht not have refused to carry' out obhgations they had not really 
understood.'® But if the Republican leaders in the Senate, mcludmg 
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Lodge, were justified in insisting that there should be full consideration 
of what approval of the Versailles Treaty really meant, their tactics 
most certainly did not encourage a rational approach to the problems 
involved. They delayed action for the sake of delay; they appealed to 
prejudice rather than principle. 

In the light of the underlying conflict between a traditional freedom 
of action and membership in a League dedicated to collective security, 
the partisan maneuvering in the Senate, the endless disputes o\ cr the 
terminology of reservations, and all the political quarreling of the 
s umm er of 1919 seem largely irrelevant to the real issues at stake. The 
arguments of pro-League forces as well as those of opponents of the 
League, indeed, often served to confuse rather than to clarify the cjues- 
tion which the American people were called upon to answer."" 

The two opposing views that most definitely came to grips with the 
main issue were those of Wilson and Borah. The latter was supported 
by the so-called irreconcilables, and in varying degree by other Re¬ 
publicans who followed Lodge’s leadership in the anti-League fight; 
the former had his Democratic followers, but as time went on became 
a more and more lonely figure. Both men—and they had a mutual 
respect for one another that rose above the pettiness of so much of 
the League struggle—stood firmly on principle. Their dispute was in 
the tradition of the great debate over intervention in world affairs that 
had come down through all American history. 

Borah was utterly and completely convinced that the United States 
would not only best serve its own interests, but would most effectively 
promote world peace and the democratic cause, by rigidly maintaining 
a complete independence in all foreign relations. Having supported 
entry into war in 1917 solely on the grounds of defense of American 
rights, he now fought every move that would further entangle the 
United States in world affairs through pledge or commitment. Al¬ 
though he was later to play a leading role in bringing about the naval 

American people might later refuse to carry out the commitments in .\rticle 10 
and that this would destroy the League. Henry L. Stimson and McGeorgc 
Bundy, On Active Service in Peace and War (New York, 1948), pp. 102-103. 
Root to Adelbert Moot, July 11, 1919, quoted in Ruh! J. Bartlett, The League 
to Enforce Peace (Chapel Hill, N.C., 1944), p. 131. See also Fleming, The 
United States and the League of Nations, pp. 165-175. 

2® For this discussion in the Senate see Bartlett, The League to Enforce 
Peace, pp. 113-204; Bailey, Woodrow Wilson and the Great Betrayal, pp. 
149-270; Fleming, The United States and the League of Nations, pp. 232-336, 
^^^9 °’307 Defeated by the Senate (Baltimore, 1933)’ 



120 


America’s rise to world power 

disaraiament conference of 1921-22, and in the movement for the out- 
la^^ n' of ^var that culminated in the KeUogg-Briand Anti-War Treaty, 
he always believed that the exercise of a moral influence was the 
farthest that the United States should go under any and all circum¬ 
stances. Any deeper involvement in world affairs, in Borah’s opinion, 
would ^^'eaken rather than strengthen the helpful role that the country 
might otherwise play in promoting peace and freedom.^^ 

He feared above everything the contamination of democracy and 
the undermining of American leadership should this coimtry tie itself 
to a Europe which persisted in its imperialistic policies and armament 
races. There could be no health for the United States in a League that 
he saw as little more than a reincarnation of the nineteenth century’s 
Holy .\lliance. Borah believed that the mission of America was to 
demonstrate the basic values of democracy, and that democracy was 
something more than a form of government. “It is a moral entity', a 
spiritual force as well,” he declared. “And these are things which live 
only and alone in the atmosphere of liberty.” Reserv'ations in regard 
to such a matter as .American membership in the League consequently 
seemed to him immaterial. Such an important step was either fimda- 
mentally right or fundamentally wTong: the United States should 
either accept the full responsibility of League membership or forth¬ 
rightly reject such responsibility.-- And Borah never wavered in his 
certainty- that rejection \vas the only sound policy for the United 
States to follow. During the Senate debate in July, 1919, he said: 


If I have had a consiction throughout my life wth which it has been 
possible for me to be consistent at all times, it has been the conviction that 
we should stay out of European and .Asiatic affairs. I do not think we can 
have here a great, powerful, independent, self-governing Republic and do 
anything else; I do not think it possible for us to continue to be the leading 
intellectual and moral power in the world and do anything else. I do not 
think we can achieve the task now confronting us, that of establishing here 
an industrial democracy, as we have achieved a political democracy, and do 
anything else.-^ 


Wilson’s position was just as uncompromising and just as much a 

.t There .s no really adequate study of Borah, but see the 
biocraphy C. O. Johnson, Borah of Idaho (New Aork 1936), pp. ‘Jb «• 
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matter of principle. He had become convinced that a League ot 
Nations was the one hope for maintaining world peace, and that it 
was consequently the moral obligation of the United States to join the 
League and assume its leadership. He also \vas persuaded that e\ ers 
legidmate interest of the United States had been safeguarded through 
the changes already effected in the Covenant under Republican pres¬ 
sure, and that any further resereations \vould endanger the entire 
structure of the postwar settlements. The President insisted that Article 
Ten was all-important. And while he again and again affirmed it did 
not legally obhgate the United States to use armed force, he was none¬ 
theless determined there should be no resenations weakening its im¬ 
plications. It was “binding in conscience only,” but to limit its 
effectiveness was to strike at the verv' heart of the Covenant.'^ 

This confusion between a legal and a moral responsibility weakened 
Wilson’s position. Through Article Ten the Lcacrue members under¬ 
took “to respect and preseiv^e as against external aggression ’ the ter¬ 
ritorial integrity and existing independence of all other members, but 
there was no automatic provision for carr%ing out this commitment. 
The Council was to advise upon the means by which aggression 
should be met, and as a member of the Council the United States 
would have been able to block action which it did not appro\ e and 
thereby escape any obligation to impose sanctions on an aggressor 
nation. But in emphasizing that the United States assumed no legal 
responsibility because the pledge it would make in support of collec¬ 
tive security was binding in conscience only, the President was making 
a distinction that could hardly be reconciled with his own repeated 
declarations of the moral duty of that country’ which he proudly called 
“the only idealistic nation in the world.” 

Membership in the League of Nations clearly meant the rejection 
of the traditional policy of complete freedom of action. Even entry’ 
into the war, in which the United States participated as an “asso¬ 
ciated” rather than “allied” power, had not so clearly broken the pat¬ 
tern of the past. The implications of Article Ten, as the backbone or 
heart of the Covenant, were much too definite. There was a great deal 
said about other aspects of the League in congressional and public 
debate. The fundamental issue remained the wllingness or unwilling¬ 
ness of the United States to make the pledges—imphed if not spelled 
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out under Article Ten—for cooperative action in maintaining coUec- 
tive securit)-. 

As tire issue sharpened, Wilson declared that the proponents of res- 
er\ ations—even the so-called mUd reservationists—were demanding a 
sacnfice of principle that he could not make. What was at stake, he 
repeatedly stated, \vas “the nation’s honor.” Cominced in his own 
mind that appro\al of the treaty with the Lodge reserv^ations was not 
ratification but nullification, he continued to believe that the American 
people would uphold him.-^ He could not imagine that having entered 
the war to attain certain objectives—a reign of law based on justice— 
his countrymen ^^■ould suddenly withdraw from a job which they had 
really just started; “This nation %vent into this war to see it through 
to the end, and the end has not come yet. This is the beginning, not of 
the \\ ar but of the processes ^vhich are going to render a war like this 
impossible.” 

^Vhat \Vilson did not understand was that the American people had 
not undergone the great conversion to the cause of collective security 
that he himself had experienced. Their emotional response to his war¬ 
time leadership, and their support for the idealism of the Fourteen 
Points, did not necessarily mean that they were ready to follow him in 
time of peace in abandoning the traditional policy associated wdth the 
names of 'Washington and Jefferson. The President told them that a 
League was actually a great disentanglement, recognizing the s'alidity 
of their fears of becoming too deeply involved in European affairs; but 
in the cold afterdawai of the great crusade, they wanted more con- 
\-incing proof that the League would really mean peace and security 
rather than further foreign adventure. 

In his speeches and addresses throughout 1919, Wilson continually 
stressed the great obligations of world leadership. He spoke of the 
“supreme sacrifice of throwing in our fortunes with the fortunes of 
men everywhere.” Reminding his audiences that the United States 
had entered the war as the disinterested champion of right, he de¬ 
clared that the nation could interest itself in the terms of peace in no 
other capacity.-' He tried to sustain an idealistic tone among a people 
tired of idealism. Though his eloquence could still touch their emo- 
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tions, it could not in times of peace arouse the enthusiasm of the days 
of war. 

Again and again the President predicted that without an effective 
League, in which the United States played its full part, the world was 
doomed once more to experience all the horrors of the war. Yet in his 
own mind the compelling reason for joining the League remained not 
so much American security as the creation of a new world order. This 
was the measure of his idealism and it was impossible for him—how¬ 
ever unfortunate this was for his cause—to stress the more realistic 
arguments that might possibly have gained more converts. There had 
to be some nobler motive for national action than even an enlightened 
self-interest. The choice that the American people were called upon to 
make—and the most solemn in all their history, he declared—was this; 

Shall America redeem her pledges to the world? . . . She has said to 
mankind at her birth: “We have come to redeem the world by giving it 
liberty and justice.” Now we are called upon before the tribunal of mankind 
to redeem that Immortal pledge. . . .-® 

And again upon another occasion; 

The stage is set, the destiny disclosed. It has come about by no plan of our 
conceiving, but by the hand of God who led us into this way. IVe cannot turn 
back. We can only go forward, with lifted eyes and freshened spirit, to follow 
the vision. It was of this that we dreamed at our birth. America shall in 
truth show the way. The light streams upon the path ahead, and nowhere 
else.^® 

Here was the eloquence of old, the idealism of the New Freedom 
and the Great Crusade, but it did not answer the shrewd, practical— 
and more narrowly selfish—arguments of his isolationist opponents. 
He did not meet his foes on their own ground because his vision 
reached so far beyond them. There was no clear demonstration in 
terms the common people could understand why the United States 
should surrender its freedom of action to bulwark his noble conception 
of world peace and security. Whether anything Wilson might have 
said would have inspired such popular enthusiasm as to force a change 
in senatorial attitudes may be highly doubtful. His speeches, however, 
were too lofty in the circumstances of the time—a time of disillusion¬ 
ment and mounting nationalism. 

A western tour undertaken in September broke the President’s health. 

“Sept 5, 1919, ibid.. V, 645. 

“July 10, 1919, ibid., V, 551-552. 
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The cause for ^vhich he fought lost its one great leader. There was no 
letup, ho\\ e\ er, in the attachs made either agiiinst Wilson or against 
the Wilson League. “He has had his say” Colonel Har\-ey wTOte 
bluntly after the stricken President’s return. “He has shot his bolt. He 
has done his worst. He is no more to be considered. Now let the 
Senate act.” 

\Vithin little more than a month it had. The treaty was defeated 
both ^\ith and without resen ations—by the decisive votes of 39 to 55 
and 38 to 53. The United States had renounced the great effort, for 
which it had itself pro\-ided the leadership in the person of ^Vood^ow 
'Wilson, to substitute for the rivalries and military- alliances of the past 
a new system of collective securin’. In spite of its world war experience, 
it was prepared to fall back upon isolationism. 

This %vas not quite the end—although it was clearly forecast. The 
treatv’s friends were determined to keep up the struggle for ratification. 
.\nd diev were able to marshal sufficient support to induce the Senate 
to make one more effort to find a reasonable compromise on reserva¬ 
tions on which both moderate Republicans and moderate Democrats 
could agree. 

It ^vas again to prove Impossible. Other factors of course entered 
the situation, but perhaps more than anything else the coldly hostile 
attitude of Lodge, more concerned with political advantage than na¬ 
tional interest, and Wilson’s reaffirmed refusal to make any further 
compromise, were now the decisive barriers to any accommodation of 
conflicting senatorial Hess^. There had been at aU times a majority 
apparendv willing to approve the treaty with moderate reservations— 
for onlv the Borah-led irreconcflables had taken a stand against League 
membership under any circumstances—but no way ss-as found to agree 
on such resers-ations and then change this simple majority into the 

necessar)’ tsvo thirds majority’.^^ ^ 

■\t the end ^ViLon stood almost by himself, a lonely, ill, and de- 
.ened fimre. He would not give in. On March 8, 1920, he wTOte his 
Democra^tic followers in the Senate: “Either we should enter the 
League fearlessly, accepting the responsibility and not fearmg the role 


31 WhetheJ Iccejiii” Lodge reser%-ations would merely ha« 

.ddiuoilltse^atTons, whether their author would - 

. A are unanswerable questions, ror a strong 

by C U, „ Joh. 

A. Garra^, Henry Cabot Lodge (New 'iork, 1953), p. 358, . 
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of leadership which we now enjoy, contributing our efforts toward 
establishing a just and permanent peace, or we should retire as grace¬ 
fully as possible from the great concert of powers by which the world 
was saved.” In these circumstances the final vote on the Treaty of 
Versailles—49 yeas to 35 nays—fell just seven votes short of the re¬ 
quired number. 

The proponents of League membership still refused to aecept final 
defeat or to believe that their eause was permanently lost. They clung 
to the hope that in the forthcoming presidential election, whose long 
shadow had stretehed out over the entire debate, the American people 
might declare themselves so clearly in favor of the rejected League 
that the question could be revived. Wilson had already called for a 
great popular referendum; he insisted that League membership be 
made the paramount issue of the campaign. 

Any hope of such a referendum, however, was illusory. In no elec¬ 
tion In American history has foreign policy been sufficiently disentan¬ 
gled from domestic problems to afford a clear-cut mandate for any 
proposed course of action. That of 1920 was no more an exception to 
this generalization than the 1900 campaign had been. Indeed, the 
foreign policy issue was hopelessly confused, in addition to being 
pushed into the background. While the Democrats called for ratifica¬ 
tion of the Versailles Treaty without reservations which would impair 
its essential integrity, and their candidate, James M. Cox, stood four¬ 
square on the League, the Republicans successfully played things both 
ways to the complete bafflement of many voters. 

As the Republican presidential nominee, Warren Gamaliel Harding 
took a strong enough stand against the League to retain the support 
of the irreconcilables; at the same time, by vaguely promising some 
other approach to international cooperation, he kept in line those 
Republicans who felt the United States should not sacrifice its world 
leadership. He stated that he was not interested in clarifying our inter¬ 
national responsibilities—“It is not interpretation but rejection that I 
am seeking”—and at the same time he called for the establishment of 
an “association of nations” based on justice rather than force.” While 
Borah supported the Republican nominee as an isolationist, an influ¬ 
ential group including Hughes, Hoover, Root, and Stimson declared 

^^Congressional Record, LIX, 66th Congress, 2nd Session (Mar 8 1920) 
p. 4052. ’ 

^^The New York Times, July 23, Oct. 8, Oct. 9, Oct. 25, 1920, quoted in 
Bartlett, The League to Enforce Peace, pp. 181, 182. 
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Harding’s election would be the best way to advance international 
cooperation. The partisanship that had so directly affected the Senate 
debates engulfed foreign policy even more completely, and left the 
League issue to be decided by default rather than through any positive 
expression of well-considered opinion. 

Whatever the actual ^•ie^\-s of Republican voters on foreign policy, 
the triumphant Harding, swept into office by a popular vote of 
16,152,000 to 9,147,000, promptly interpreted his victory as a popular 
mandate for rejecting membership in either the existing League or any 
other international association. His own personal convictions, so far as 
they were discoverable through the hazy fog of earlier statements, had 
always leaned toward isolationism. Now there was no need for further 
equivocation: the votes were all counted. 

The LFnited States ^vas ready at all times to associate %vith other 
nations for conference and counsel, Harding declared in his Inaugural 
.\ddress. It would continue to seek world disarmament and to promote 
the processes of arbitration and mediation. In pursuing such ends, 
however, every commitment had to be made in the exercise of national 
sovereignty, rather than through a \s’orld supergovemment which was 
‘‘contrary' to e\ er^'thing we cherish and can have no sanction by our 
Republic.” He recosrnized the new’ position the United States held in 
the \\-orld, but denied that it called for any such change in foreign 
policy as one whereby “intemationality was to supersede nationality.” 
The nation had spoken; “^Ve turned to a referendum, to the American 
people. There was ample discussion, and there is a public mandate in 


manifest understanding.” 

The continued acceptance of isolationist doctrine would appear to 
go far toward justifying Harding’s interpretation of the election. The 
advocates of League membership d%vindled away in the 1920 s; noth¬ 
in‘s more was heard of any new association of nations. Little opposition 
voiced %vhen the United States withdrew still further from Euro¬ 
pean affaii-s. There was general endorsement—if never completely um- 
ver.al approval-of the reaffirmed principle that the United State 
should studiously refrain from any international agreement that could 
possibly be construed as an alliance. The experience of 
unhappily forgotten. Eventually, even participation m the Allied 

..SuppUment to Messages of the Presidents, 1921-1925 (Washington, 1925). 


D. 8942. 
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struggle against Germany would be considered by many Americans to 
have been a grave mistake.^® 

The battle which League membership symbolized had been won by- 
adherents of the old tradition forever associated with the names of 
Washington and Jefferson and Monroe. The further concentration of 
world power in America, so greatly accelerated by the war, was not to 
be accompanied by any commensurate assumption of the new obliga¬ 
tions that such power entailed. The United States was as always ready 
to exercise its moral influence in promoting peace, but it refused to - 
make any commitment for more active support of collective security. 
The nation was still following the path that had been marked out 
when it was weak and struggling, without realizing that in its maturity 
such a course was no longer defensible. 

For Wilson, who had envisaged a new international order in which 
America would play her full part in defending the principles of free¬ 
dom and justice, who believed so sincerely that making the spiritual 
power of democracy prevail was “surely the manifest destiny of the 
United States,” this was final defeat. 

From the depths of his disillusionment he sadly commented that 
America had repudiated a “fruitful leadership for a barren independ¬ 
ence. The people wll have to learn now by bitter experience just what 
they have lost. ... We had a chance to gain the leadership of the 
world. We have lost it, and soon we shall be witnessing the tragedy of 
it all.” 


35 See later discussion of popular attitudes in the 1930’s. 

Annual Message, 1920. Public Papers of Woodrow Wilson, VI, 514. 

Joseph P. Tumulty, Woodrow Wilson as I Knew Him (New York, 1921), 
pp. 501-502. 
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Giant of the Western World 


ALTHOUGH the nation may have sought to vvithdraw after the 
election of 1920 into a new isolationism, this shuffling off of 
international responsibility did not mean a parallel loss of influence. 
America’s rise to pre-eminent world power had been graphically dem¬ 
onstrated by its decisive intervention in the war and its dominant role 
at the peace conference. As in every instance in which it has engaged 
in war, the nation had emerged from the conflict of 1917-18 far 
stronger than it had been when it entered. The implications of its new 
power could not be brushed aside by President Harding’s strictures 


against “intemationality.” 

Woodrow Wilson may have thought primarily in terms of moral 
influence for the realization of his idealistic peace aims, but he had by 
no means been insensible of material factors. He had been confident, 
at Paris, that the powerful position the United States had attained 
would persuade the stricken and devastated countries of Europe to 
foUow wherever he led. And in urging American membership m the 
League of Nations, he had spoken of this country’s role as that of a 
senior partner: “The financial leadership wiU be ours. The indus^ 
primacy will be ours. The commercial advantage ^^■ill be oun The 
other countries of the world are looking to us for leadership and 
tion ” ^ What Theodore Roosevelt had envisaged some years 
the United States pla>mg the dominant role in the balance of world 
po.^^.er—was more than ever an indisputable fact. 

X Aue 5 1919 R. S. Baker and W. E. Dodd, The PubUc Papers of Wood^ 
(TvoU., New York, 1925-27), V, 640. 
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;■ 'i ’he sinews of American strength remained natural resources, the 
heciinique of industrial technology’, and the dymamic drive of an enter- 
^^ri^ing and vigorous people. This was not all, however. Wartime de- 
onand had immensely speeded up the processes of invention and pro- 
.'sductionj the world-wide interruption of trade had enabled American 
i business to develop new foreign markets, and the financial capital of 
jjthc world had shifted from London to New York. Rarely if ever in all 
|j history has a country risen so rapidly to econormc pre-eminence as did 
the United States in the period from 1914 to 1919.® Moreover, it was 
I the one nation that faced the postwar world with the certain promise 
i of still further economic advance. 

Its basic resources could be approximately measured. In 1920, the 
United States produced nearly 40 per cent of the world’s coal, or more 
than twice that of its nearest rival, Great Britain; a somewhat larger 
proportion of the world’s production of pig iron; and nearly 70 per 
cent of all crude petroleum. Its wealth in other raw materials, includ¬ 
ing lumber and agricultural crops, was immense. While it lacked cer¬ 
tain products—rubber; some strategic metals, such as manganese, 
chromite, and timgsten; and the tropical or semitropical crops of cof¬ 
fee, tea, and sugar—^it was nevertheless more nearly self-sufficient than 
any other coxmtry. 

As the decade advanced, its position as the leading commercial and 
financial nation would be consolidated. The United States accounted 
for nearly 16 per cent of world exports, and wth appro.ximately 12 
per cent of total imports was second only to Great Britain in this 
branch of trade. Its industrial production was even more impressive, 
latter part of the 1920 s, the value of American manufactures 

was nearly half that of the world total—an estimated 46 per cent_ 

and far exceeded that of any possible rival. In terms of national in¬ 
come, further statistics equated the total for the United States, in 
1929, with the aggregate total for twenty-three other leading nations, 
including the United Kingdom, Germany, France, Canada, and 
Japan.® 

Even more striking was the financial position of the United States. 


2 Raymond F. MikeseU, United States Economic Policy and International 
Relations (New York, 1952), p. 7. 

Depa^ent of Commerce, Bureau of Foreign and Domestic 
1930 (2 vols., Washington, 1930), II, 648, 
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Here wartime developments had not so much accentuated an earlier 
trend as in the case of foreign trade, production, and national income, 
but had rather brought about a complete reversal in the country’s 
prewar position. A debtor nation with outstanding obligations, amount¬ 
ing to $3.7 billion on net balance in 1914, had become five years later 
a creditor nation which was owed $12.5 billion. Some $10 billion of 
this figure represented war debt^ at the account of nongovernmental 
items on the international baLnce sheet showed that such assets had 
approximately doubled while liabilities were nearly cut in half. By the 
close of the 1920’$, addidonal foreign loans and direct investments had 
built up net assets on private account to over $8 billion.^ 

These developments meant that the United States was, almost in 
spite of itself, playing the decisive ^s•orld-wide role in economic and 
financial matters. It was in large measure financing the rehabilitation 
of Europe through gifts and loans. Huge sums were spent in relief 
and reconstruction by both public and private agencies; extensive ad¬ 
vances were made to enable Germany, France, and Italy to stabilize 
their currencies. Other loans were extended to local governmental 
units, public utilities, and private corporations. The United States was 
aiding in the construction of railroads in Poland, harbors in Yugo¬ 
slavia. and housing developments in Austria. There ^vas comparable 
activity—foreshadowing the still more extensive operations of the 
1940’s and I950’s—in other parts of the world. Funds were made 
available for digging new oil wells in the ^liddle East, planting rubber 
in Malaya and the Dutch East Indies, establishing sugar plantations in 
Cuba, and developing public utilities in Tokyo and Shanghai. 

So far as direct investments %vere concerned, the overseas branches 
of American manufacturing companies and commercial establishments 
ringed the globe. Automobile assembly plants on the Contment, five- 
and-ten-cent stores in England, refineries in the Caribbean, trading 
firms in China, were but a few examples of industrial America abroad. 
The roster of companies engaged in such activity was a roll call of big 
business: Standard Oil, General Motors, the Ford Company, Inter¬ 
national Business Machines, Singer Sewing Machine, International 


There was even considerable economic exchange with Sosaet Russia. 
.Although the United States withheld diplomatic recognition until 


iCleona Lewis, America’s Stake m 
1938) pp. 447, 450; George Soule, Prosperity Decade \ ol S in The 
Hislry !f the United States (New York. 194/), pp. 252-255. 
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1933, business was not dissuaded from seeking new markets. General 
Electric sold milli ons of dollars of electrical equipment to the Bolshe¬ 
viks, Standard Oil and ^'acuum Oil had Russian contracts, the Ford 
Company aided in establishing a So\iet automobile industry', American 
technical assistance helped build the great Dneprostroi Dam, and the 
American Locomotive Company did business with Stalin.® 

The shift from a debtor to a creditor nation trith such expansive 
overseas interests and holdings had a significance not alwat-s appre¬ 
ciated at the time. In the money markets of the ^^■orld, as in those of 
trade and commerce, the policies follo^ved by the United States called 
the tune. Other capitals necessarily looked to Nesv York and ^Vashing- 
ton as they tried to work out their o^^•n financial and economic prob¬ 
lems. Nevertheless the United States made litde effort to develop a 
broad-scale program that took such considerations into account. The 
retreat from international cooperation was quite as emphatic in this 
sphere as in that of political relations. In defiance of the realities of 
international exchange and the demonstrable advantages of a more 
cooperative policy, the United States continued throughout the 1920’s 
to insist on pa)Tnent of the war debts and to maintain a high tariff 
policy. The economic nationalism of this era was to ha^■e fully as grave 
consequences as political isolationism. 

The total of loans extended to the Allies, during the war and after 
the armistice, svas in round numbers $10,350 billion. Through settle¬ 
ments primarily based on ability to pay, the period for discharge of all 
such indebtedness was extended over some sLxty-t\vo vears, with an 
average interest rate scaled down to 2.1 per cent. These \\-ere generous 
terms. However, the United States persistently refused to recosmize 
any connection between Germany’s reparation payments and Alli ed 
payments to the United States. The inability of the Allies to collect 
from Germany consequently led to the ultimate breakdo%s-n of the 
entire program. President Hoover was compelled, in 1931, to declare 
a moratorium on all intergovernmental pasments, and it \vas to prove 
impossible thereafter ever to rene^v them on either the reparations or 
war debts accounts.® 

The American tariff policy was even more inimical to world eco- 

6 Foster Rhea Dulles, The Road to Teheran: The Story of Russia and 
America, 1781-1943 (Princeton, 1944), pp. 184-186. 

® For general discussion, see H. G. Moulton and Leo Pas^-olskv, War Debts 
and World Prosperity (Washington, 1932): Benjamin H. Williams, Economic 
Foreign Policy of the United States (New York, 1929), pp. 217-242. 



132 


nomic 


AMERICA S RISE TO WORLD POM’ER 

Stabiliw than Ae policy on war debts. Import duties 


the war and the Fordney-McCumber tariff 
of 1922 imposed the highest average rates in the country’s history. 
Eight yean later they were again stepped up. The average incorpo¬ 
rated in the Haivley-Smoot tariff of 1930 was no less than 40 per cent 
Some thirt>-four foreign countries strongly protested this action, and 
after passage of the law many of them were driven to retaliatory ition 
to safeguard their o\v-n economies. The Hawley-Smoot tariff was in no 
small measure responsible for an almost world-wide increase in tariff 
rates, import quotas, e.\change restrictions, and other impediments to 
the international flow of ^oods and services. 

.\ committee of one thousand economic experts—and one thousand 
economic experts are rarely in agreement on anything—strongly pro¬ 
tested acrainst the dangerous Implications of this raising of the Amer¬ 
ican tariff wall.’’ They pointed out that the European nations could not 
obtain the exchange for meeting war debt pa)Tnents and for buying in 
the .\mcrican market unless they were able to sell to the United States, 
and emphasized the shortsightedness of tiying to solve this dilemma by 
a policy of makine further loans to Europe which would only increase 
a burden that the debtor nations could not sustain. Nevertheless Pres¬ 
ident Hoover brushed aside the e.xperts’ report, and the United States 
continued on its way. 

The consequent curtailment of world trade coincided with other 
economic dislocations that were unsettling the delicate balance of 
international pasTOcnts. .American foreign loans and investments— 
apart from the war debts—thereupon largely collapsed imder the 
dewLstatinc impact of what was becoming a global depression. Eco¬ 
nomic insecurity was added to political insecurity in paving the way 
for another war. 

The dire effects of this economic nationalism can hardly be exagger¬ 
ated. The United States controlled so much of the world’s material 
wealth and industrial production, so great a proportion of interna¬ 
tional trade, and such a large share of world capital resources that 
.American policy could not fail to have decisive consequences in every 
part of the globe—whether the money markets of Europe, the trading 
centers of the Middle East, the commerce of Asia, In the final anal>'sis, 

V Wells Bidwcll, Tariff Policy of the United States: A Study of Recent 
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Expe^irncr (New ^ ork, 1933). 
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the basis for this pervasive influence ^vas found in the cold, hard, in¬ 
disputable facts of economic and financial dominance. 

There was not only a continental America. The United States was 
still an empire, and its outlying possessions and spheres of political 
influence, as well as its own domain, importantly affected its world 
position. It is true that the Philippines had no more than been taken 
under the American wing than there began what was in effect a long, 
slow, steady retreat from the imperialism of 1900. Still, the United 
States retained possessions directly extending its influence southward 
into Latin America and westward to the shores of Asia. It was supreme 
on a continent, and dominant over the broad reaches of the Pacific. 

As one of the first overseas colonies, Puerto Rico had gradually 
acquired an increasing measure of self-government since its acquisition 
from Spain. The powers of the legislative assembly had been steadily 
broadened and, through a new organic act in 1917, an elective upper 
house replaced an appointed council. Puerto Rican citizens were also 
made citizens of the United States and given their own Bill of Rights. 
In time the appointment of the governor gave way to his popular 
election, and finally, in 1950, the way was cleared for a new Puerto 
Rican constitution which would make the island completely self- 
governing. Two years later its status became that of a free, associated 
commonwealth.^ 

Of even greater strategic importance in the Caribbean area—and 
indeed of significance only on this account—were the Virgin Islands 
and the Panama Canal Zone. The former was the one new overseas 
possession secured since the opening of the century. The Islands were 
finally purchased from Denmark, after a long history’ of unsuccessful 
negotiations, in 1916.^® At first under the Na \7 Department, they were 
in 1931 transferred to the Department of the Interior. The Canal 
Zone had of course been under American control since 1903, and was 
administered directly by the President through the \V’'ar Department. 

The control over the Caribbean established by these outright pos¬ 
sessions was strengthened by other elements of power. The United 
States had an important naval base in Cuba and still maintained the 
right of intervention in that country; the Republic of Panama, Nica- 

® Julius W. Pratt, America’s Colonial Experiment (New York, 1950), pp. 
188-190, 281-283; United States Statutes at Large, LXIV, Part I, pp. 319-320. 

Charles Callan Tansill, The Purchase of the Danish West Indies (Balti¬ 
more, 1932), pp. 454-516, Appendices, pp. 517-537. 
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ragua, Haiti, and the Dominican Republic were virtual protectorates. 
B\ the close of the 1920 s, the United States was preparing to give up 
most of these special privileges and the tieaty right to intervene in 
Cuba ^vas abrogated in 1934. The American position m the Caribbean 
was not materially weakened by such concessions, however. The litde 
republics in this area remained within the American sphere of influ¬ 
ence, and the power of the United States in the Western Hemisphere 
could hardly be disputed.^^ 

In the Pacific, the defense perimeter of the United States was a line 
tliat ran from the tip of the Aleutian Islands through Hawaii to the 
Panama Canal Zone. The value of Alaska and the Aleutians—Seward 
had called the latter “this drawbridge between America and Asia, 
these stepping stones across the Pacific Ocean”—had increased im¬ 
mensely with the passage of time. Brigadier General William Mitchell 
w^as to express the \iew', in 1935, that air power would ultimately make 
Alaska the most strategic place in all the globe—“I think whoever 
holds .Alaska w'ill hold the world.” If the developments of the Second 
World War did not entirely substantiate this prediction, they were 
greatly to emphasize Alaska’s importance. 

Among the nation’s island possessions in the Pacific, Hawaii was 
most closely and intimately bound to the mainland. Neither its stra¬ 
tegic nor economic importance had been questioned since it had been 
taken over during the Spanish-American War. Hawaii’s status, like 
that of Alaska, w'as that of an “incorporated territory” and the islands 
were clearly destined for eventual statehood.^® Guam and American 
Samoa, the latter acquired through treaty in 1899, were distant out¬ 
posts administered by the Navy, and almost completely forgotten by 
the American people.^^ 

Far and away the most significant and troublesome of all overseas 
possessions ^vere the Philippine Islands. The high promise held out for 
their role in giving the United States both naval and commercial 
supremacv in the Pacific had not been fulfilled. The feeling had grown 
%vith successive years that they could not be defended in case of attack; 
experience had shown that they were of no significant value m the 


11 American policy in the Caribbean is usefuUy summarized in J. Fred Rippy, 
The Caribbean Danger Zone (New York, 1940). 

1”. Quoted in Dulles, The Road to Teheran, PP- 76-77. 

13 Pratt Arrerica’s Colonial Experiment, pp. _ 

11 I Pomeroy, Pacific Outpost, American Strategy in Cu.m and 

Micronesia (Stanford, 1931). 
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development of trade with eastern Asia. The tremendous cost, in both 
lives and money, of subduing the Filipino revolt against American rule 
at the turn of the century had been an important factor leading to the 
popular revulsion against imperialism.^® 

From the outset it had been the declared intention of the United 
States to give the Filipinos the largest possible measure of self- 
government and to prepare them for ultimate independence. They 
had been granted an elective legislature in the organic act of 1902, 
and in the ensuing years steady progress was made along the road to 
self-government. It was greatly accelerated during the ^\^ilson admin¬ 
istration. The Jones Act of 1916 specifically stated that independence 
would be granted as soon as a stable government could be established. 
This trend was for a time interrupted with the return of the Republi¬ 
cans to office in 1921, but the persistent demand of the Filipinos for 
freedom was now matched by a rising sentiment in Congress that it 
should no longer be postponed. 

A measure providing independence after a ten-year transition period 
was finally passed in 1932. However, it was vetoed by President 
Hoover, and, when re-enacted over his opposition, rejected by the 
Filipinos themselves. They maintained that the proposed retention of 
American naval and military bases in the islands would infringe upon 
their sovereignty. This proved to be only a temporarv' setback. In 1934. 
another independence bill—the Tydings-McDuffie Act—onlv sliehtly 
modifying the provisions of the previous measure, was passed bv Con¬ 
gress, signed by President Roosevelt, and accepted by the Filipinos. 
During the next year, a constitution was drawn up and a new govern¬ 
ment organized. The islands were to be a semiautonomoiis common¬ 
wealth until July 4, 1946, and then become the Philippine Republic. 
In spite of occupation by Japan during the Second World War, this 
program was carried out. After liberation by American forces, the 
Philippines became fully independent on the date originallv set.^^ 

The movement for Filipino freedom did not derive its real strength 
from an idealistic determination on the part of the .American people 
to fulfill their pledges. It was the end result of the pow'erful pressure 
exerted upon Congress in the early 1930’s by certain farm and labor 

i»See Garel A. Grander and William E. Livezey, The Philippines and the 
United States (Norman, Oklahoma. 1951). 

^^Ibid., pp. 195 ff. For the te.xt of the Tvdines-McDuffic Art, see most 
conveniently Henri- Steele Commager, Documents in American History (New 
York, 1950), pp. 467-471. 
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groups which ^vanted to see the Philippines free so that they could set 
up more complete barriers against competing Filipino products and 
cheap Filipino labor. It was the American Farm Bureau Federation, 
the National Dairs' Union, the National Grange, and the American 
Federation of Labor that, for their o\m economic benefit, provided 
the impetus to carrv^ out a promise that had originally been based on 
democratic and humanitarian ideals. 

The Hoover administration had opposed independence on the 
double ground that the Filipinos were not yet fully prepared for com¬ 
plete self-government, and that their immediate freedom would have a 
dangerously unsettling effect on international relations in the Pacific. 
Congressional advocates of independence hardly bothered to discuss 
such^ aspects of the situation. The old contest between imperialists and 
anti-imperialists, centering on freedom and democracy, was almost 
completely forgotten as Congress debated about tariff-free sugar, co¬ 
conut oil.'tobacco, cordage, and immigrant labor. There were a num¬ 
ber of men in both the Senate and the House who were acting upon 
conviction in their beUef that the United States should M its mde- 
pendence pledges to the FUipinos. The militant farm and .abor groups, 
Lcemed onH with the promotion of the economic mterests they 

represented, nevertheless dominated the situation.” _ 

American poUcv toward the Philippines had been cunously para¬ 
doxical. Their people had been encouraged f 

throu-^h careful tutelage in self-government, and at Je same time 

soever to keep the old political 

“-riru 

penahsm. Even this was d • Roosevelts Lodges, Mahans, 

far cry from the ambitious vasions of the Roosevelts, . 

and Beveridges of 1900.^« 

. T • Th. Philippines nnd the United States, pp. 196-200, 

proposal of 

IS An interesting ‘illustration of "olm of acquisition of Ae 

XXXI (March, 1934), 269--78. 
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A further development in building up world power %vhich had 
paralleled the overseas expansion of the turn of the century was the 
growth of the American Navy. The implications of that control of the 
seas which Mahan had emphasi 2 ed so strongly continued to have great 
significance in a world of international rivalry. The rise of the United 
States to a position where it could challenge England’s naval suprem¬ 
acy w'as of the utmost importance. If economic strength was the fun¬ 
damental basis for the influence rvielded by this countiy, its most 
concrete expression in strategic terms was the .American Na\y. 

Thanks largely to Theodore Roosevelt’s strenuous efforts, the fleet 
had grown steadily in the early 1900’s. But while a strong continental 
base, and the naval stations in Cuba and Hawaii, enabled the United 
States wholly to control the Caribbean and the eastern Pacific, it could 
not hope with its existing Navy to exert any such leverage in world 
politics as that at the command of Great Britain. The war had been 
responsible, however, for a tremendous upsurge of navalism. \Vhen 
the Naval Appropriation Act of 1916 specifically set forth the goal of 
“a navy second to none,” England’s historic command of the seas was 
doomed.^® 

The actual fleet-in-being, for all the construction of the war years, 
had still not caught up with the British Navy when hostilities came to 
an end in November, 1918. It included sixteen battleships aggregating 
four hundred thousand tons, but England had thirty-three battleships 
and nine battle cruisers with a displacement of nearly a million tons. 
This, however, was only part of the story. When vessels authorized or 
imder construction were taken into consideration, the United States 
forged ahead. While England had only four new battleships under 
way, this coimtry had thirteen, including ten “superdreadnoughts,” 
and an additional six battle cruisers. If the new program were con¬ 
tinued, the United States within a few years, probably by 1925, would 
have a battle line superior to that of Great Britain in almost every 
respect. Moreover the future plans of the Navy Department rvent even 
beyond this. As presented to Gongress in December, 1918, they called 
for a Navy whose over-aU combat strength would eventually add up 
to thirty-nine battleships and twelve battle cruisers—far beyond any¬ 
thing plarmed or conceived by British naval authorities.-® 

ISH. and M. Sprout, Toward a New Order of Sea Power; American Naval 
Policy and the World Scene, 1918-1922 (Princeton, 1940), pp. 21-22. 36. 

20 Statistics from War and Navy Departments, Joint Army and Navy Action 
in Coast Defense (1920), and report of Navy General Board (Feb. 2. 1921) in 
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President Wilson, in spite of his earlier lack of interest in the Navy, 
supported these ambitious plans. The United States had started on a 
building program and it svould clearly be unwise, he told Congress, 
to attempt to adjust it “to a future world policy as yet imdeter- 
mined.” He was thinking of the League of Nations. Perhaps his 
compelling reason for backing naval expansion was to have some bar¬ 
gaining power in trying to win British acceptance for a League of 
Nations that ^\•ould acknowledge the Monroe Doctrine. 

His advisors were more concerned with American naval power in its 
own right. Should the peace conference fail, one policy statement said, 
the United States should bend its energies, its money, all its will, to 
creating “incomparably the greatest na \7 in the w'orld.” Secretary 
Daniels related this goal to the nation’s world mission. If the United 
States were to fulfill its “destiny as a leader of democratic impulse,” 


he stated, it should be “incomparably strong in defense against aggres¬ 
sors and in offense against e\dl-doers.” 

Even if a league should undertake to safeguard international secu¬ 
rity, the big-Na \7 advocates believed tlrat the program of expansion 
should be continued. Their new theory appeared to be, as advanced 
in a memorandum for^varded to President ^Vil5on by Admiral Benson, 
that ^vhile the American Navy could always be counted upon to up¬ 
hold collective sanctions against an aggressor nation, there could be 
no certainty that Great Britain would foUo%v such a course. Conse¬ 
quently, the United States should have a Navy' at least equal to that of 
Great Britain to enforce sanctions in the interests of world peace.” 

\Vhen agreement had been reached with England on League i^ues, 
Wilson wal himself willing to consider naval limitation. Adn^tra- 
tion support was withdrawn from the pending appropriation bill and 
future plans were put on a short-term basis in the revised naval esti¬ 
mates for 1919-20. Wilson’s tactic now was to combat the anti-Leagu 
forces vuth the threat that far greater appropriations wodd be nece^ 
sarj unless the United States joined the new League of Nations and 
supported collectiv'e security.____ 

ijznr^spr'commiuee, 660> Cong,.... 3rd Se.ior, 

House Jr . ’g 5 , as summarized in Sprout, pp. 

Order of Sea Power, p. 56. in Ray Stannard Baker, W'ooJ- 

23 Letter from .admiral 1922). HI, 214-216. 
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The American people were not pei-suaded that the choice was either 
a tremendous Navy or the League. ^\ ith the destruction of the Ger¬ 
man fleet, they did not really fear for national security, even though 
the rising power of Japan in the Pacific meant that America could not 
afford to lower her guard too much. At least the public did not believe 
a Navy superior to that of Great Britain \vas essential. The attitude of 
both Congress and the press reflected in some measure partisan dis¬ 
approval of any program recommended by a Democratic administra¬ 
tion; it was also influenced by a revived opposition to militarism in a 
world supposedly made safe for democracy. Most importantly, it reg¬ 
istered the emphatic national desire to reduce go\ernment expendi¬ 
tures and government taxation. 

This attitude blocked the naval expansion originally planned, and 
finally induced the Harding administration, at first veiy Na\y-minded, 
to su mm on the Washington Conference for the Limitation of Arma¬ 
ments. Such developments did not entirely invalidate, ho\^e\-or, the 
premise which had been accepted in 1916. The L^nited States might 
not feel it necessaiy to outbuild Great Britain, but it was still to have 
“a navy second to none.” 

Now that America had become so much stronger in so many wap— 
and perhaps just because of such strength—there seemed to be a com¬ 
pelling urge to maintain at least naval parity. It was derived in part 
from a conception of potver for its own sake. Even though an economy- 
minded nation was inclined strictly to limit appropriations, the feeling 
was almost universal that the United States should have a Navy com¬ 
mensurate wth its new’ standing in the \voiid community. 

The Washington Conference, as we shall see. importantly afl'ected 
the whole question of naval policy. In spite of self-imposed restrictions 
on further expansion, hotvever, the big-Na\y issue continued to be 
debated throughout the 1920’s. Strong pressures were exercised bv the 
economic interests that stood to profit from naval construction and by 
zealous patriotic societies, especially the Navy League, to win support 
for an American Navy that would outrank all otliers. Nevertheless the 
United States failed to maintain even that fleet which was permissible 
under existing treaties. Its ov’er-all strength fell below that of the Brit¬ 
ish Navy and in the western Pacific the United States was definitely 
weaker than Japan.-'’ Congress could not be spurred to make the 

After, 1917-23 (Chapel Hill, N. C., 1946), p. 368; Sprout, Toward a New 
Order of Sea Power, pp. 47-84. 

Donald W. Mitchell, History of the Modern American Nary (New York, 
1946), pp. 276-297. 
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necessary appropriations. Not until after the complete breakdown of 
the principle of limitation in the 1930’s was construction renewed on 
any considerable scale. 


Less tangible in any evaluation of the position of the United States 
in the 1920’s than any of these concrete expressions of power was the 
influence exercised abroad through American exports—exports of 
goods, dollars, personnel, and ideas. In Europe and in a different but 
no less significant sense in many parts of Asia, the socitd institutions 
and cultural values of the United States had a direct impact on the 
way of life and civihzation of other countries. Scores of books and 
hundreds of magazine articles labored the thesis of America’s “invasion 
of Europe,” with foreign contributors to this symposium almost in¬ 
variably viewing the prospect with considerable alarm.*® 

An expanding foreign trade, promoted \sith increasing vigor as the 
decade wore on, spread over the face of the globe the manifold prod¬ 
ucts of American manufacture. Automobiles, bicycles, sewing ma¬ 
chines, office equipment, typewriters, and household articles with the 
stamp’ “made in the U.S.A.” could be found almost everywhere: 
throughout Europe and the Middle East, in Japan and China, in the 
Latin°American repubUcs, and sometimes deep wthin the interior of 
Asia and Africa. They could hardly fail m many instances to brmg 


about far-reaching changes in native mores. 

The competition of such imports with European manufactures also 
had the effect of compelUng foreign firms to adopt the mass produc¬ 
tion and assembly line techniques so successful in the Umted States. 
The “rationalization” of production became foreign mdus^s goal. 
Japan was especially influenced by the American examp e; Soviet 
Russia studied a technological sy-stem which was succmctly labeled 
“Fordismus,” and Europe borro^ved what it could as its manufacturers 

looked enviously across the Atlantic. 

Many critics assailed our influence along such lines The battle b 

..riha. were considered dre materiaUstic ide^ ^ 

sac^e; caicniadon a.ains. ardsdc 
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abandon.” While Beard was ver>' skeptical of the validity of these 
distinctions, he nevertheless heavily stressed the importance of the 
export of American products, customs, and ideas in remolding the 
contemporary world. 

From this point of view, overseas investments were in some ways 
even more significant than foreign trade. In making loans to foreign 
states and municipalities, pubhc utilities and private firms, American 
bankers often retained rights of control or supenision. In the case of 
direct investments in the form of branch factories, assembly plants, or 
distributing firms owned by American corporations, there was even 
greater evidence of the authority with which the United States spoke 
in the world of international business. 

This conspicuous display of wealth and power did not make for the 
most harmonious relations. Europeans were naturally resentful of a 
nation so rich and powerful that it could greatly influence—almost 
wilfully it seemed at times-—their own economy and their own way of 
life. The aid that w'as given toward reconstruction in the immediate 
postwar period had not endeared the United States to the recipients 
of its charity, and the concessions made in meeting war debt payments 
had little meaning in countries where it was firmly believed that those 
debts, contracted in the common cause of defeating Germany, should 
have been canceled altogether. The economic power of the w-orld’s 
richest nation was often considered, in the phrase used in the title of 
one foreign study of American civilization, as a dangerous “menace” 
to the institutions and way of life of other countries.“ 

Joming the march of American goods and American money by the 
latter half of the 1920’s was a tremendous army of American tourists. 
They penetrated to every part of Europe, some half a million strong 
every year, and in lesser numbers went on round-the-world voyages 
which took them to the countries of the East. The persuasive attrac¬ 
tion of their money compelled the host countries to cater to their needs. 
Businessmen, students, vacationists, alike became salesmen of American 
culture, introducing ideas and customs which further strengthened the 
impact of the United States abroad.^® 


Georges Duhamel, America: The Menace (Boston. 1931) 

Hiram Motherwell, “The American Tourist Makes Historv ” 

F- F- Mill" “-i H DHm'-ZZt 

a Playground,” Atlantic Monthly, CXLVI (Aug., 1930), 226-:23irAnd3 
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“Can Paris Be Retaken by the Parisians?” asked the correspondent 
of one New York paper in a story sent home during the mid-1920’s: 
“The French claim they cannot walk on the Boulevard St. Germain 
and hear a ^vord of their native tongue. They claim that the high 
prices folloNving in the wake of the American visitor are driving them 
from the best restaurants in Paris. They mourn the days of yesterday 
and scorn the Americanized Latin Quarter of today.” 

A great vogue for American movies supplemented other cultural 
Influences. Hollywood was as supreme in western Europe as it was in 
its homeland, and milli ons of foreigners made up their minds as to 
what American cisdlization was really like by what they saw on the 
screen. To a degree which could never be accurately measured, but 
^v•as sufficiently important to be taken very seriously, films made m the 
United States affected the fashions and customs of aspiring middle- 
class Europeans in Paris and Rome, Oslo and Berlin, London and 

Madrid. 


Neither administrative facilities for the conduct of foreign policy 
nor popular concern over foreign issues could be compared with the 
attrilmtes of national power in the 1920’s. As Secretary of Commerce 
Herbert Hoover made strenuous efforts to promote trade. He wo 
later write that the experts stationed at his departments 
foreign offices were “hounds for American sales.” The State Depart- 
ment was motganired. Its diplomatic and 

mereed, new opportuniUes and higher rewards promded for career 

men, and staffs at foreign consulates, 
considerably etcpanded. Nevertheless, it could hardly b' 
acrencies charged uith the direction of Amencan pohcy whatever 
poUcy mi-ht be, were entirely adequate in terms of the 

rfirr; - 

_ ____ __ : ! ^ jp” Thf Yale Review, XIX (Mar., 

Siegfried, “Will Europe be Americanized. 

York '//rraW rri6un«, Jan. 24,^926^ (New York, 

siMemcVr of Hertert C. H^v^ payment of State (New York, 
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made evident in newspaper handling of foreign news, magazine article; 
dealing with such issues, and the many associations that sprang up t( 
educate the public, the American people still did not have a ven 
realistic conception of the kind of world in which they lived, or of th( 
role the United States was playing in that world. The rejection of th( 
League of Nations had first shown their willingness to see the natior 
withdraw from active participation in international policies. A com 
parable urge for independent action was demonstrated by populai 
endorsement of highly nationalistic economic policies. Still furthei 
evidence of this same general attitude was revealed in the immigratior 
laws of the 1920’s, bringing to a virtual end the role of the Unitec 
States as the haven for the oppressed of other lands. Political aloofness 
high tariffs, and immigration quotas were facets of the same nationa 
impulses in rejecting Europe. 

By failing to direct the tremendous material power that was their 
toward a constructive internationalism, and by limiting the consciou: 
influence of the United States on world affairs to moral suasion, th( 
American people ignored the inescapable effects of their technolog)' 
their money, their prosperity. Nevertheless, these phenomena contin 
ued to have direct and important consequences for the rest of th( 
globe. 

The United States had become “the real empire of modem civili 
zation,” wrote Reinhold Niebuhr, theologian and philosopher, in May 
1930, but it was not by force of arms that it was extending its sway— 
“our legions are dollars.” He thought, however, that the Americar 
people were “awkward imperialists,” naively believing that “it is oui 
virtue rather than our power which the other nations envy.” In sue! 
circumstances he wondered whether the country could successfulh 
meet the issues raised by expansion overseas. Niebuhr concluded wit! 
the perennial question: Would America be able to “develop a politica 
genius equal to the responsibilities thmst upon us by our imperia 
power?” 

32 Reinhold Niebuhr, “Awkward Imperialists,” Atlantic Monthly, CXL^ 
(May, 1930), 670-675. 



CHAPTER 8 


The Ideal and the Real 


A merican foreign policy during the 1920’s represented a retreat 
to traditional isolationism, again not in the sense of complete 
withdrawal from Nvorld affairs but of consistent refusal to make any 
political commitments infringing upon the nation s freedom of action. 
The internationalism preached by Woodrow Wilson was rejected, par- 
ticioation in any promam of collective securiu- carefully avoided. But 
the'American people were prepared to throw the full \veight of their 
moral Influence in support of world peace, and energetically pmmote 
their own economic interests throughout the globe. The same deca e 
that ^^•itnessed continued rejection of membership in either the League 
of Nations or the \Vorld Court saw the Lmted States take the ead i 
urging disarmament, assume the initiative in the movement for the 
outla^vr^■ of ^var. and also seek in ever.- possible way to win control 
over the world’s strategic oil reserves, increase foreign investments, a 
exoand trade and commerce. • „ 

W al c »«ch more than ever ignored *e praencal 
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fulfill its obligations to mankind. But the point he constantly stressed 
was that the nation should always act independently—neither at the 
bidding nor through the permission of other countries. Arthur H. 
Vandenberg, at this time editor of the Grand Rapids Herald and 
destined to take over Borah’s position as isolationist leader in the 
Senate, had very much the same ideas. He also believed that the 
American people should take their full part in world affairs, but in 
strict observance of the historic tradition that insisted upon “the pres¬ 
ervation of our absolute and untrammeled right of self-decision.” ^ 
This was the isolationism of the 1920’s. Its underlying spirit often 
served to create a distrust of any dealings whatsoever with foreign 
nations. It affected tariff policies, immigration legislation, the insistence 
upon war debt payments. It encouraged other strongly nationalistic 
activities. Within the broad reaches of foreign policy itself, however, 
isolationism meant no more and no less than the inability of the Amer¬ 
ican people to realize that moral platitudes about peace were no sub¬ 
stitute for acceptance of the responsibilities of collective security.- 
This isolationist attitude, as in earlier periods, deri\cd its strength 
from various sources. It cannot be attributed to any one factor in the 
life of the nation, whether political partisanship, Midwest provincial¬ 
ism, conservative or liberal pressure, ethnic considerations, or the in¬ 
fluence of any single group of national leaders. Isolationism was a way 
of thinking that most Americans, to a greater or less degree, continued 
to accept without bothering very much about what it involved. After 
the war, wrote the journalist and foreign policy e.xpert, Frank H. 


1 William E. Borah, “American Foreign Policy in a Nationalistic World,” 
^reign Affairs, XII (Jan., 1934), Supplement; Arthur H. Vandenberg, The 
Trail of a Tradition (New York, 1926), p. 314. 

2 The debate over “isolationism” in the years between the two world wars 
largely turns—as it always has—on the interpretation of this confusing label 
In such a Study, for example, as William Appleman Williams, “The Legend 
of IsolaUorusm in the 1920’s,” Science and Society, XVIII (Winter 1954) 
1-20, the writer bases his entire thesis on the theory that the foreign relations 
of the Umted States in this penod “were marked by express and extended in- 

in the affairs of-^ther nations of the 
world. This was of course true. But if isolationism is interpreted as it was by 
the isolauonists themselves—freedom from any binding political commitments— 
then American policy dunng these years remained basically isolationist A far 

3at?*th! ^nirs than in prewar days does not in- 

vahdate the fundamental point that the United States expressly rejected the 
ollective secunty advocated by internationalists. The extensive literature on 
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Simonds, the people “returned to their accustomed practices and to 
their familiar conceptions . . . That return was due to instinct rather 
than intellect ...” * 

The situation in 1919 had given isolationism an unusual partisan 
aspect, as the bitter struggle over the League of Nations had so clearly 
shown, and this political disdsion over foreign policy was in some 
measure to continue throughout the 1920’s. Although the ranks of both 
parties were actually disdded, the Republicans’ opposition to inter¬ 
nationalism remained a potent force. Their earlier tradition was ex¬ 
pansive and interventionist. Support for imperialism, Theodore 
Roosevelt’s conception of world power, and the backing of party 
leaders, including Lodge, for the original League to Enforce Peace all 
served to suggest that, politically, the Republicans should have urged 
a more responsible approach to foreign affairs. But this was not gen- 


erallv the case. •, j j u 

Toward the Far East a rather different attitude pre\-ailed and much 

has been made of the seemingly paradoxical poUcy of the Umted 
States larsrelv under such RepubUcan influence, in follovving one 
course in Europe and quite another in Asia. ‘The dichotomy of o^ 
active, -intervennomst' poUcy in the Far East and out passtve nola- 
ponisf poUcv tovard Europe,” Edward Mead Me to “ 

an enierrra and a parados.” < Yet so far as the Kepubhcans m co^ 
cemed and perhaps public opinion as a whole, this rrray per ^ 
e.^Iined bv the political heritage of 1900. The early mterests of the 
R^ublicans in trade expansion throughout the Pacffic aM. and also 

L'^n"rar, enterpriseLong « 

t'd‘’'^onrMid”^rR=P“'>‘i«“> traditionally 
Great Bn,ain, an’ attitude nirified in iB nros, 
fulminations of the Chicago TnbttM, there was ^ 
to look favorably on an active Far Eastern 

teted British pretensions “ o.xtend to any in¬ 
command support that the iso anonis ' Anulo-.iVmetican ccop- 

terventionis, European program that mrohed An,lo-. 

'"f’pite of such apparent contradictions or dirisions utrhin the ^ 
Political Science Quarterly, LXI (J s 
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however, the Republkan party remained basically isolationist in its 
general approach to foreign affairs. While its interest in the exercise 
of American influence in the Pacific continued to stand out in sharp 
contrast with the policy of withdrawal from Europe, even in this part 
of the world there was a firm determination to avoid any binding obli¬ 
gations. The Republicans actually had no more idea of limiting the 
nation’s freedom of action in eastern Asia than of doing so in Europe. 

Isolationism was undoubtedly strengthened by Midwest provincial¬ 
ism. The French traveler Andre Siegfried noted an entirely different 
point of view in the Mississippi Valley as compared with that in either 
the East or on the Pacific coast.® There had been some half dozen sen¬ 
ators from eastern states among the little band of “irrcconcilablcs” in 
1919, but Midwest congressmen were almost a unit in their opposition 
to the League. This attitude continued to be reflected in their votes on 
analogous issues, and as a group they showed little enthusiasm for an 
active foreign policy. 

Yet the fact remains that the attitude toward foreign policy of 
senators and representatives from the Mississippi Valley paralleled the 
majority view of those from the nation as a whole. In both cases theic 
was emphatic opposition to participation in any program of collective 
security. At no time did Midwestern opinion run counter to national 
opinion; it was at the most just a little more cautious about interna¬ 
tional cooperation than opinion in other parts of the country.® 

Any attempt to correlate isolationism with either conservative or 
liberal political alignments shows no more than that the lines were 
constantly crossed. There were internationalists in both camps, and 
also isolationists. If many of the old Progressives were relentless in their 
continuing fight against foreign commitments, there were conservatives 
no less adamantly opposed to them. Such representatives of the busi¬ 
ness community as Andrew Mellon and Flenry Frick had fought 

® Andre Siegfried, America Comes of Age (New York, 1927), p. 307. 

« Among recent articles on this issue are William G. Carleton, “Isolationism 
and the Middle West,” Mississippi Valley Historical Review, XXXIII (Dec., 
1946), 377-390; Ray A. Billington, “The Oricrins of Middle Western Isola¬ 
tionism,” Political Science Quarterly, LX (Mar., 1945), 44-64; Richard W. 
Leopold, “The Mississippi Valley and American Foreign Policy, 1890-1941 ” 
Mississippi Valley Historical Review, XXXVIII (Mar., 1951)’ 625-642. In 
still further discussion the political analyst, Samuel Lubell has written: “The 
hard core of isolationism in the United States has been ethnic and emotional, 
not geographical. By far the strongest characteristic of the isolationist-voting 
counties is the residence there of ethnic groups with a pro-German or an anti- 
British bias.” The Future of American Politics (New York, 1952), p. 132. 
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League membership just as vagorously as Robert La FoUette and 
George Norris. From quite different points of view, liberals and con¬ 
servatives could be equally fearful of the consequences of entangling 
alliances. The Nation’s Business and the New Republic believed that 
the causes for which they spoke—the conserv^ative status quo on the 
one hand and liberal reform on the other—would be best promoted by 
a rigid insistence upon this country’s complete freedom in international 
affairs.' 


In the presidential campaign of 1924, there was no backing from 
any political group for League membership. It was a closed issue for 
the Republicans, shunted aside by the Democrats with an impractical 
suggestion for a national referendum on foreign policy, and ignored 
by the Progressives backing La FoUette.® 

The latter’s stand, however, was especiaUy interesting. La FoUette 
had been one of the most unrelenting foes of the League, and the ele¬ 
ments that promoted his presidential candidacy—progressive farm 
groups, labor, the sociaUsts—were considered significant strongholds of 
isolationism. As the spokesman of the combined labor-farmer forces of 
the nation, La FoUette nevertheless caUed for a vigorous foreign poUcy 
aim ed at revision of the Versailles Treaty, disarmament, and the out¬ 
lawry of war. His primary interest remained domestic reform, and he 
did not beUeve national attention should be diverted from fundamental 
problems at home, but he never ignored world issues. Progressive phi¬ 
losophy in respect to the underlying aspects of foreign poUcy was non- 
interv'entionist only so far as intervention might restrict freedom of 
action. It differed only in degree from the phUosophy of the Harding 
and CooUdge administrations. There was the same wish to exercise a 
moral influence in carrying out the American mission, and the same 

determination to avoid all foreign commitments. 

Many other factors that had entered into the isolationism of an 
earUer day were stUl present in the I920’s. There was the old feeling 


I For the conservatives’ attitude toward dd^™09 ’ 210 

United States and the League of NaUons (New York 

^ T Bartlett The League to Enforce Peace (Chapel Hill, N-C., 19^1. 
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of self-sufficiency, and a continuing sense of superiority over the nations 
of Europe. It was still believed to be of utmost importance to stay at 
home in order to develop most effectively a democratic way of life. If 
the mission of America in the regeneration of the world was to provide 
an example of the good and the true, the nation could not afford to be 
contaminated by too close an association with any foreign country. 

There was of course diversity of opinion—as there always had been. 
In broad terms, however, Republicans and Democrats, consei-vatives 
and liberals, the people as a whole, appeared to be determined to main¬ 
tain the traditions of the past. In the popular mind nothing in the 
country’s experience—neither overseas expansion, world war, nor a 
League of Nations—seemed to have demonstrated that an isolationist 
policy was any less sound than when it was first initiated. 

The first important move in postwar foreign policy after the con¬ 
clusion of peace with Germany was the summons officially issued by 
President Harding, in 1921, for an international conference at Wash¬ 
ington to deal with both the political questions of eastern Asia and the 
problem of disarmament. Looking out across the western ocean, the 
new Republican administration conjured up dangers that appeared to 
justify some measure of collective action in the Pacific at the very time 
that it was so abruptly refusing further cooperation in the Old World. 

The original impetus behind the call for the Washington Conference 
was the popular demand for arms limitation inspired by the tremen¬ 
dous cost of naval competition. Although the United States could 
better afford an extended building program than either Great Britain 
or Japan, even the completion of new vessels already authorized would 
have constituted an extremely heavy burden at a time when every effort 
was being made to reduce all government expenditures. Senator Borah 
initiated the movement for disarmament with the introduction in the 
Senate of a resolution urging an immediate naval parley with Great 
Britain and Japan. His proj>osal fell upon fertile ground through its 
immediate appeal to an economy-minded Congress, and with its hand 
forced the Harding Administration prepared to act. It so happened, 
moreover, that just at this time Great Britain, which was concerned 
over renewal of the old Anglo-Japanese alliance, was about to suggest 
a meeting that would take up both Far Eastern issues and naval limi¬ 
tation. There was actually something of a race with England in calling 
a conference now broadened, beyond Borah’s original idea, to include 
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all nations \\ith interests in the Pacific and to place political questions 
as well as disarmament on its agenda. 

The Washington Conference met on November 12, 1921, under the 
chairmanship of Secretary of State Hughes. An internationalist at 
heart, Hughes had originally favored American membership in the 
League of Nations with clear-cut reservations, clung during the 1920 
campaign to the idea that some new world association might still be 
established, and then realistically accepted the popular verdict that 
under existing circumstances this was impossible. 'When reproached 
for apparently abandoning his own principles, set forth as one of the 
leading RepubUcans urging Harding’s election as the best means to 
promote international cooperation, he refused to resurrect the old con- 
troversv. “Nothing good will come of it,” he ssTote one correspondent, 
“and very- likely it srill stand in the way of much that might othenrise 
be accomplished.” ® Acting on this theory, he was ready to do every¬ 
thing he could to secure concrete results from this new move to 
strengthen international security in the Pacific. 

The circumstances w'ere dramatic as Hughes opened the conference 


proceedings. Largely dispensing with the usual formalities, he at once 
introduced a far-reaching proposal for the limitation of capital ships, 
which constituted a formidable challenge to the other naval poivers. 
.As the negotiations proceeded on these proposals, the conference also 
took up the political issues affecting the general security of the Pacific 
area and the status of China. Seldom has any international conference 
crrappled so resolutely with important questions, and much of its suc- 
Lss in meeting these problems, especially that of naval limitaUon, was 
due to the brilliant leadership of the Secretaty of State. 

The major achievements of the ^Vashington Conference were re 
fleeted in the adoption of three closely interrelated treaties. The 
United States. Great Britain, France, and Japan agreed m a Four 
Power Treaty to respect one another’s rights in their msular possessions 
in the Pacific and to consult together should such rights be ^reatene ^ 
With the addition of Italy, these same nations concluded a Fne Po v 
Treaty limiting their strength in capital ships and bamng Ae 
caJ of their naval bates in the Pacific. In specfic ™ 

States and Great Britain tvere to maintain a rauo of 52o,000 tons ea 
rnttfehlps; Japan was allotted 315,000 tons; France and Ital, 

.Mcrio J. Pasty. Cdarhi fc.ei H.gh,, (2 veil. New Yort, 1951), II 
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accepted 172,000 each for their capital vessels. And finally, all those 
countries with interests in the Pacific (with the exception of So\iet 
Russia, which had not been invited to the conference) joined in a 
Nine Power Treaty in which they undertook to respect the soverei^ty 
and independence of China and to uphold the principles of the Open 
Doord® 

From one point of view, American leadership in the negotiation of 
these treaties appeared to constitute intervention on a broad scale in 
Far Eastern politics. At the same time, it could also be interpreted as 
marking a partial svithdrawal from Asia in that the United States 
sought international support for a program that it had heretofore tried 
to uphold virtually alone. In any event, the all-important consequence 
of the Washington Conference was the establishment of an embryonic 
security system in the Pacific whereby it \vas profoundly hoped that 
peace and order w'ould be substituted for the rising threat of possible 
war. Taken as a whole—and the Harding administration \vas to insist 
they should be taken as a w'hole—the new treaties incorporated mutual 
pledges of nonaggression, delimited the three principal naval powers’ 
areas of strategic control, and checked further armament expansion in 
battleships.^^ 

For all such advance, however, there was still no departure so far as 
American policy was concerned from the basic traditions of isolation¬ 
ism. The United States had agreed not to fortify its Pacific outposts, 
to restrict battleship construction, and to respect both the integriu- of 
China and the existing status of the other powers’ insular possessions. 
But it had made no commitments whatsoever as to its future action 
should any of the treaties be Holated. 

This was made abundantly clear in the treaties themselves, in re¬ 
peated statements by those responsible for their negotiation, and, in 
the case of the Four Power Treaty, through the double reinsurance 
of Senate amendment. There was nothing here comparable to the 
League’s controversial Article Ten. 

Conference on the Limitation of Armaments, Senate Document 125, 67th 
Congress, 2nd Session (Washington, 1922). Major treaty- texts also in Ruhl J. 
Bartlett, The Record of American Diplomacy (New York, 1954), pp. 486—1-91. 

See A. W. Griswold, The Far Eastern Policy of the United States (New 
York, 1938), pp. 305-332; Pusey, Charles Evans Hughes, 11, 453—522; Foster 
Rhea Dulles, China and America (Princeton, 1946), pp. 15Q-162; Harold and 
Margaret Sprout, Toward a New Order of Sea Power (Princeton, 1943), pp. 
149 ff., and especially 282-296. For excerpts of newspaper opinion. Literary 
Digest, LXXII (Feb. 18, 1922), 7-10. 
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President Harding stressed this point of view in submitting the 
treaties for ratification. He was enthusiastic over the results o°f the 
conference—“it is all so fine, so gratifying”—and he was confident of 
the permanence of the treaties’ contribution to peace.^- At the same 
time, he told the Senate that he could bring it every assurance that 
nothing in any of the several pacts “commits the United States, or any 
other Power, to any kind of an a lli a n ce, entanglement or involvement. 
It does not require us or any Power to surrender a worthwhile tradi¬ 
tion. . . . The Senate’s concern for freedom from entanglements, for 
preserved traditions, for maintained independence, was never once 
forgotten by the .American delegates.” In answering the charge of 
some critics that if the treaties had no pro\’ision for their own enforce¬ 
ment, express or implied, they became virtually meaningless, the Pres¬ 
ident simply refused to consider this negative point of view: “Let us 
accept no such doctrine of despair as that.” 

Senator Lodge, to whom was somewhat ironically given the task of 
guiding the Four Power Treaty through the Senate, met direcdy the 
criticism of a skeptical Borah, a fearful La Follette, and a denuncia- 
torv Reed. He denied that the treaty represented any sort of a link 
Nvith the imperialist powers or involved any obligation other than that 
of consultation. It had been concluded “without alliances or penalties 
or the sanction of force lurking in the background.” Should ratification 
be withheld. Lodge warned, the United States would “sink back into 
sullen solitude ... a hermit nation armed to the teeth and looking 
forward alwa>-s to \vars as inseparable from the existence of mankind 
upon the earth.” 

The treaties were approved after considerable debate and in their 
apparent settlement of political rivalries in the Pacific and Eastern Asia 
they seemed to hold out a new hope for continuing peace in that part 
of the world. Ultimately this hope was shattered by the aggressive 
expansion of an imperialistic Japan, but neither the events of 1931 
nor those of 1941 could be foreseen. It has been said, wth all the 
wisdom of hindsight, that in view of Japan’s expansionist ambitions. 


Supplement to Messages of the Presidents. 1921-1925 (Washington: 

1925 i, pp. 9068-9069. 

13 Ibid., p. 9075. 

“ Quoted inT’cha] Vinson, “The Parchment Peace: 
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the United States blundered in surrendering its lead in battleship con¬ 
struction and in agreeing not to fortify its Pacific bases. Walter Lipp- 
mann wrote, in 1943, of “the exorbitant folly” of the Washington 
Conference and reproached himself for at the time celebrating “the 
disaster as a triumph.” 

In 1922, however, the United States was not giving up as much as 
the naval treaty suggested. The temper of Congress was such that 
there was little likelihood of its appropriating the funds to maintain 
naval supremacy or to fortify Pacific naval bases.^" More important, 
the concessions represented by limitation of United States strength in 
the western Pacific were largely responsible for the adherence of the 
other powers, most notably Japan, to the political agreements that 
constituted international recognition of the sovereignty and independ¬ 
ence of China. The subsequent breakdown of the accords does not 
nullify their importance as marking at the time a substantial victory 
for American policy in eastern Asia. 

A more valid criticism of the Washington Conference was its failure 
to provide in any way for the enforcement of the treaties concluded or 
for joint action should the sovereignty of China be imperiled. The 
great mistake was not in going too far, but in not going far enough. 
The limitation of armaments was primarily based on a new conception 
of Pacific security. Had that security been practically safeguarded, 
there would have been far less likelihood of the later breakdown of 
the Washington accords. Even a military-dominated Japan would have 
been reluctant to challenge the treaty system of the Pacific if she had 
known that aggression would have been met by the concerted resist¬ 
ance of the treaty signatories. In refusing to consider any program that 
might involve the use of sanctions, and emphasizing so heavily its free¬ 
dom from any entanglement, the United States fatally weakened the 
structure of the peace for which its own leadership at the Washington 
Conference was so largely responsible. 


Another part of the world in which Secretary Hughes showed an 
active interest was Latin America. If his policies ^vere not alwavs 
completely successful, they helped to prepare the way, subject to later 


f- York, 1943), pp. xii-xiii 

f It therefore,” Donald W. Mitchell hL wri^n “the sTc- 

nfices of the United States at the Washington Conference were of warships and 
bases that would quite probably not have been built.” History 0 / the 
Modern American Navy (New York, 1946), p. 274. ^ 
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temporary' reverses under President Coolidge, for a progressively more 
friendly attitude toward the countries south of the Rio Grande. His 
approach led to the good-will measures that were initiated during the 
Hoover administration, and ultimately to the Good Neighbor policy of 
Franklin D. Roosevelt. 

American influence—economic and political—^had continued to ex¬ 
pand throughout Latin .America and there was no part of the world 
where the United States had assumed broader responsibilities. The 
basic assumptions of the Alonroe Doctrine, even though they were not 
vet embodied in treaty form, had been strengthened with the passing 
years and commanded full popular support. Under no circumstances 
would the United States tolerate any interference on the part of Eiuo- 
pean nations in the political life of the New' World. 

This was particularly true in the Caribbean. The region’s impor¬ 
tance as an area \ital to the strategic defense of the United States had 
been recosmized in the Roosevelt Corollary' to the Monroe Doctrine, 
Taft’s dollar diplomacy, and the interventionist policies of Woodrow 
Wilson. Whatever the .American people might think of involvement in 
either European or .Asiatic affairs, they fully recognized the need for 
a ^tronii, positive poliev in the Caribbean and Latin America gen- 
erallv. and they accepted the possibility that it might have to be up¬ 
held by force. 

Huehes had no idea of limiting the nation’s commitments in Latin 
.America. He acknowledged the importance of maintaimng paramount 


influence in the Caribbean. ^Vhat he tried to do, however, was to con¬ 
vince the countries in that part of the world—along the lines imtiat^ 
by Secretary Root—that the United States had no ulterior motives m 
respect to their freedom and independence, and no intention of em- 
plovine superior power to their disadvant^e. He told theu represen- 
tatives^n an important address in December, 1922: “The Government 
of the United States has no ambition to gratify at your expense, no 
poliev which runs counter to your national aspirations, and no purpose 
save to promote the interests of peace and to assist you, m such man¬ 
ner as vou may welcome, to solve your problems to your own proper 
advantage. The interest ot the United States is found m the peace o£ 
this Hemisphere and in the conser^'atlon of your mtejesK 

Hu-hes constantly emphasized the principle that the Monroe D 
trine was a policy of self-defense rather than aggression. He was 


1. Sec J. Fred Rippy, Th. Caribbean ^^^^1^532 
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prepared to go so far as to suggest that its enforcement should be made 
a matter of common action, and insisted on reserving to the United 
States full freedom in its apphcation. Nevertheless, he recognized the 
equality and complete independence of all the American repubhcs. 

Hughes resigned as Secretary of State in 1925 to become Chief Jus¬ 
tice of the Supreme Court, and for a time under his successor, Frank 
B. Kellogg, there appeared to be a retreat from the more beneficent 
Latin American policy that Hughes had tried to implement. The in¬ 
sistence of President Coolidge on the right of the United States to 
protect the person and property of its citizens, wherever they might 
be, as part of the general domain of the nation opened the way to 
renewed intervention in the internal affairs of a number of Latin 
American countries. 


The most important instance of such interference—apart from the 
continued control directly or indirectly exercised over the fiscal affairs 
of a number of other Caribbean republics—occurred in Nicaragua, 
where the United States landed some five thousand troops in 1927 to 
maintain order and protect American interests. It was a complicated 
situation that found the United States supporting a government which 
it had too hastily recognized while Mexico continued to uphold the 
rival regime. President Coolidge, widely criticized for waging a ‘'pri¬ 
vate war,” finally sent Henry L. Stimson as his personal representative 
to try to work out some agreement between Nicaragua’s opposing fac¬ 
tions. This Stimson succeeded in doing. New elections held in 1928 
under American supervision brought at least relative stability to Nica¬ 
ragua and also improved United States relations.^^ 


A quarrel with Mexico, growing out of the nationalization policy of 
President Calles, also for a time threatened trouble. Business interests 
insistently called for intervention to safeguard American property 
rights, but the Coolidge administration had no thought of any such 
dangerous move. It was determined to avoid possible hostilities. The 
issues in dispute were finally resolved through the skillful diplomacy 
of Ambassador Dwight Morrow, and before Coolidge left office sub- 
stmtial progress had been made in placing relations with Mexico on 
a better footing than they had been for many years.” 


20 The New York Times, Apr. 27, 1927. quoted in Julius W. Pratt America’s 
Colonial Experiment (New York, 1950), p. 317. 
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Soon after his election in 1928, Herbert Hoover embarked upon a 
good-ssill tour of Latin America. Both in the course of this trip and 
upon subsequent occasions, he repeatedly emphasized the desire of the 
United States for the most cordial ties svith its southern neighbors. He 
declared it to be American policy never to interfere in any other coun¬ 
try’s internal affairs, repudiated the idea of using force to sustain 
financial contracts, and stated that “we must clothe faith and ideal¬ 
ism \sith action.” A further assertion of these principles was con¬ 
tained in a memorandum on the Monroe Doctrine, drawn up by 
Under Secretary of State J. Reuben Clark in 1930, which finally freed 
this pohcy of the incubus of the Roosevelt Corollary and did much to 
relieve Latin .America’s fears of further interference by the United 
States. “So far as Latin .America is concerned,” the Clark Memoran¬ 
dum stated, “the Doctrine is now, and always has been, not an instru¬ 
ment of violence and oppression, but an imbought, freely bestowed, 
and wholly effective guarantee of their freedom, independence, and 
territorial integrity against the imperialistic designs of Europe.” 

In complete acceptance of this memorandum, Stimson, now Secre¬ 
tary of State, practically applied its principles. The United States wth- 
drew in 1932 the American marines that had been stationed in Haiti 
ever since the inters ention of Wilsonian days, and early the next year 
recalled the last troops from Nicaragua. The State Department also 
steadfastlv resisted all pressure for inters'ention in the revolutionary 
situation 'that about this time developed in Cuba. The Umted States 
rad not allowed the preponderance of its matenal and mihta^ power, 
Sumson declared in reviewing these developments, to prescnbe a dff- 
ferent rule of conduct in the Western Hemisphere than it was pre- 
pan=d .0 follow in other parts of the world. It had ^ 

Licv -.0 clear in its implications of jusuce and good will, m tts avo d 
Lee of anslhing which could be even misconstrued mto a pohcy fo 
Zful Lte.vem.on ... as to reassure the most dmtd and susp.- 

“Th.; coLd never be wholly achieved. The United S.a.« was too 
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Strong, its power too overshadowing, its economic interests too per¬ 
vasive, for the republics of Latin America ever to feel completely safe 
from possible exploitation or interference. There was always the 
shadow of imperiahsm. The important forward strides taken before 
the Republicans went out of office succeeded, however, in greatly im¬ 
proving relations. In this part of the world, America recognized and 
accepted her responsibilities. 

In their general attitude toward possible commitments in cither 
Europe or eastern Asia, both the Coolidge and Hoover administrations 
conformed to the pattern set by the Hardin? administration. The 
views of Coolidge himself, however, were more limited than those of 
Harding and particularly those of his predecessor s Secretary of State. 
His accession to the Presidency, indeed, brought to that post whose in¬ 
cumbent is charged with the final responsibility in determining foreign 
policy a man whose provincialism could hardly be exaggerated. 

Europe and Asia could not have been more beyond his field of in¬ 
terest. Although Coolidge often spoke of the position of great power 
and responsibility which the United States had attained, his succinct 
conclusion was “our first duty is to ourselves.” He was convinced that 
the role of the United States should be one of complete detachment, 
and firmly believed that its influence for peace would be effective just 
in proportion as its disinterestedness was clearly recognized by other 
countries. In his Inaugural Address in 1925 Coolidge said: “We have 
been and propose to be, more and more American. We believe that we 
ran best serve our own country and most successfully discharge our 
obligations to humanity by continuing to be openly and candidly, in¬ 
tensely and scrupulously, American. If we have any heritage, it has 
been that. If we have any destiny, we have found it in that direc¬ 
tion.” 

Apart from Latin America, he actually had little influence on for¬ 
eign policy. The most interesting development during his term of office 
was one with which he had nothing to do. This was the conclusion, in 
1928, of the Kellogg-Briand Anti-War Treaty, to which virtually all 
the nations of the world—including Japan, Germany, and Italy—ulti¬ 
mately became signatories and pledged themselves to renounce war as 
an instrument of national policy.*^ 

Supplement to Messages of the Presidents, 1921-1925, pp. 9401, 9741, 
9482. 

number of studies deal with the Kellogg-Briand Anti-War Treaty, in- 



*5® America’s rise to world pow'er 

This treaty may be interpreted as a sincere expression of the hopes 
and aspirations of a people hungry for some assurance of enduring 
peace. Its failure to provide any means whatsoever to give practical 
validity to its antisvar pledge was also the measure of the continuing 



-I sympathize deeply with you, Madame, but 1 cannot assocrate 

■with you.” 


isolationism svhich belied the pact’s Ulusory promise. The Kellc|g- 
Mand Trea^’ did no . pretend to deal tvi.h the causes of 'var, an^ 
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not suggest any machinery for settling international disputes by peace¬ 
ful means. It simply outlawed war, and placed an entire reliance upon 
moral compulsion for the obser\'ance of its provisions. It was the prod¬ 
uct of complete idealistic confusion. The American people felt an inner 
compulsion to do something about world peace, unable perhaps to 
escape some feehng of guilt for their rejection of the League, and yet 
they were still determined to avoid any commitment for collective 
security. 

The negotiations leading to conclusion of the antiwar treaty fol¬ 
lowed an unusual course. As early as 1923, Senator Borah Introduced 
in the Senate a resolution for the outlawry of war, and the idea had 
ako been incorporated in the Progressive platform a year later.-^ The 
actual initiative for the treaty' came, however, from a quite different 
quarter. At least in part upon the suggestion of Professor James T. 
Shotwell of Columbia University, Premier Briand of France proposed 
a pact renouncing war behveen the United States and France. His 
purpose was not to encourage the general action American proponents 
of the outlawry of war had in mind, however, but rather to win this 
country over to what was, in effect, a negative alliance assurin? France 
that the United States would never engage in war against her. This 
proposal was studiously ignored by the State Department until public 
opinion, aroused by outlawr>’-of-war advocates, forced a response to 
Briand s overtures. Secretary Kellogg thereupon suggested broadening 
the proposed treaty to Include all peace-loving nations. ^Vhile this had 
been far from the French statesman’s idea, he felt compelled to go 
along with the new plan. A diplomatic maneuver to avoid any guar¬ 
antee of French security thus led to official acceptance of the principle 
of outlawing war by international agreement. 

The diary of Assistant Secretary of State Castle reveals the stages in 
this development and his own surprise when his chief, as noted on 
March 6, 1928, began to take the outlawry' of war seriously: “For 
weeks the press has chorused approval of F. B. K.’s e.xchange of notes 
wffi Bnand on outlavving war . . . actually it is futile ... I think 
It IS about time for the correspondence to stop. The political trick has 
been turned and now we should take a well desened rest. The funny 
thmg IS that Olds [Under Secretary- of State] and the Secretan- seem 
to take It all with profound seriousness.” 


28 Claudius O. Johnson, Borah of Idaho 
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29 Quoted in Ferrell, Peace in TheirYime, 165. 
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In spite of this c)nical attitude in the lower echelons of the State 
Department, the treaty w'as concluded and immediately applauded in 
official pronouncements and many new'spaper editorials as a brilliant 
achievement. President Coolidge and Secretary Kellogg agreed that it 
promised more for world peace than any other pact ever negotiated; 
Senator Borah rejoiced that it incorporated the basic principle of 
organizing peace through moral suasion rather than force. An acqui¬ 
escent Senate voted its approval—although in a highly doubtful and 
sometimes derisi\ e mood—^vith only a single dissenting vote.^® 

.Amonsj the skeptics in the country as a whole were a number of 
pubhc figures ^^•hose impressions had interesting implications for the 
future. In a contemporary article in Foreign Affairs, Franklin D. 
Roosevelt, destined to be the principal architect of the United Nations, 
declared that \vords without deeds were not enough, and that the out- 
lawrv- of war led to a false belief that something important had been 
accomplished. “It does not contribute in any way,” he wTote, “to 
settling matters of international controversy.” In very much the 
same vein, the young Henry Cabot Lodge, who would be the American 
delegate to the United Nations just a quarter of a centiuy later, stated 
in Harper’s Magazine that the idea of renouncing war by fiat was in¬ 
herently absurd, and that nothing could be achieved without paying a 
price for it. The antiwar pact created “a sense of false security,” Lodge 
concluded, “. . . and official sanction is thereby given to a most por¬ 


tentous misconception.” 

In later years the siews set forth by Roosevelt and Lodge were gen- 
erallv accepted. It was almost uni%ersally agreed that the KeUogg- 
Briand Treaty had e.xercised a harmful rather than a helpful influence 
on the cause of world peace. The outlawry of war serx^ed to satisfy 
the conscience of the American people without requiring of them any 
positive action, and also created an illusion of safety^ which seemed to 
obs-iate the need for any more direct participation in world affairs. 
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In looking back upon the support he had gi\ en the treaty, Henry L. 
Stimson later marveled at his willingness to fall in line with public 
opinion, and expressed the fear that he had given “aid and comfort 
to the very irresponsibility he hated.” 

Whatever its consequences, the treaty remains a classic example of 
the naivete of much popular thinking on America’s world role. Rarely 
if ever have moral and ethical factors been played up in such sharp 
contradiction of reality. The outlawry’ of war was accepted as the final 
realization of a historic dream even as the nation refused any sacrifice 
that might have given that dream substance. There could have been 
no more telling illustration of a natural desire on the part of the Amer¬ 
ican people to have their cake and eat it too—to assure world peace 
and yet avoid any responsibility should such assurance fail. 


When Herbert Hoover came to the White House in 1929, the un¬ 
reality of American foreign policy was not yet apparent. The \Vash- 
ington Conference accords still held out high hopes for continuing 
peace in the Pacific, relations with Latin America showed consider¬ 
able improvement over prewar days, and the popular expectations 
aroused by the Kellogg-Briand Treaty were still undiminished. With 
partisan undertones, the Republicans proudly declared that, while 
effectively steering clear of any foreign entanglements, they had so 
directed foreign affairs as to make the moral influence of the United 
States a decisive instrument in safeguarding peace. The specter of war, 
if not entirely banished, did indeed seem to be retreating into the 
background.®® 


Although the new President was more international-minded than 
Harding or^ Coolidge, his views were nevertheless basically isolationist 
in the traditional meaning of the term. His experiences at the Paris 
peace conference, and in dealing with postwar European governments 
on relief measures, had convinced Hoover, in 1919, that the attitudes 
of the Old World and the New World \vere so diametrically opposed 
that close collaboration was impossible. If the ,\merican people ^^•ere 


point in isolationist thinking ... a fitting climax to a foreign policy which 
(New vi The Time for Decisicr: 

Stimson and Bundy, On Active Service, p. 260. 

^For example, the statement of so authoritative a writer as Hamilton Fish 
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to participate in foreign power politics, he had written, “we must be¬ 
come something other than a free people as we conceive it.” An in¬ 
tense desire to promote peace led him for a time to favor membership 
in the League, but only on the basis of very specific reservations safe¬ 
guarding the nation’s freedom of action. The United States consti¬ 
tuted the world’s “one great moral reserve,” he stated on one occasion, 
and added that the independence of action through which this reserv'e 
could be maintained would be impossible if the nation let itself be 
dragged into European entanglements.^® 

The developments of the early 1920’s had not moderated Hoover’s 
cautious approach to international affairs. His Inaugural Address 
made this clear. He fully accepted what he stated to be the American 
people’s decision not to commit themselves in advance to becoming 
involved in the settlement of foreign disputes. Rea ffi r m i n g his deep 
concern -ssith peace, he declared his further con\-iction that the na¬ 
tion’s freedom from such obligations had increased its availability for 
service in aU fields of human progress.®^ 

The all-important foreign issue that arose during the Hoover ad¬ 
ministration—overshadowing ^^•ar debts, tariff policy, relations with 
Europe or Latin America—was crisis in eastern Asia. In 1931 Japan 
opened an attack on Manchuria. This was a direct chaUenge to China 
but also an indirect one to the United States through its flagrant vio¬ 
lation of the nvo major political treaties to which the Japanese and 
the Americans ^^•ere a party. There could be no reconciling Tokyo’s 
militaty action with its undertaking, in the terms of the Nme Power 
Treaty, to respect China’s territorial integrity, or with its pledge, em¬ 
bodied’ in the KeUogg-Briand Treaty, never to resort to war as an 


instrument of national policy. 

The United States svas under no obligation, as the careful phrase- 
olo-v- and supplementary’ reservations of both treaties made c ear, to 
Ukfanv actiL. Here was the pay-off of the policy so carefully 
tained since 1919. There was no commitment to take part m collectiv 
“ c,tr.o retrain an aggreasor nation. Ye. Japan'* deH-ce of 

TO <;\stem eravely threatened Amencan mterests. 

Whaterer'the theoretical implications of an isolationist poUcy. tt was 
impossible to ignore these ominous developments. 

37 Supplement to Messages j 
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The course followed by the United States wav'ered between aloof¬ 
ness and intervention. Every effort was made to exert a maximum 
moral influence in behalf of peace. Secretary Stimson repeatedly pro¬ 
tested Japan’s infraction of her treaty obligations, summoned her be¬ 
fore the bar of world opinion for her international ^vTongdoing, and 
even allowed the American consul in Geneva to be present as an ob¬ 
server at League discussions in regard to possible collective measures 
to moderate the crisis. So far—and no further. There would be no 
American commitments, no promise of action. 

As time went on, Stimson would himself have liked to follo^v a 
bolder course. He came to favor a greater degree of cooperation with 
the League and the consideration of economic sanctions. President 
Hoover, however, was adamantly opposed to the latter step. Develop¬ 
ments in eastern Asia, he told his Cabinet, did not imperil the freedom 
of the American people, or their economic or moral future. Since the 
League had taken up the issue, the United States should cooperate 
with it in any proposals for negotiation or conciliation. “But,” he con¬ 
cluded, that is the limit. We wll not go along on war or any of the 
sanctions either economic or military-, for those are the roads to 
war.” Hoover could not believe in “the magic wand of force by 
which all peace could be summoned from the vasty deep.” The 
strength of the Nine Power Treaty and the Kellogg-Briand Treaty lay 
in the fact, he stated, that they were not militar)- alliances but enforce¬ 
able solely by “the moral reprobation of the \vorld.” 

The conflict between the views of Hoover and Stimson ■svas com¬ 
promised—so far as two really irreconcilable positions could be com¬ 
promised—by the President’s suggestion that the United States should 
explicidy state its refusal to recognize any territorial changes in eastern 
Asia violating existing treaty engagements or brought about bv force 
of arms." This nonrecognition policy—to ^v•hich Stimson’s name was 


38Hen^ L. Sdmson, The Far Eastern Crisis (New York, 1936), pp. 31-69- 
Hoowr TAe Cabinet and the Presidency, pp. 365-379; Stimson and Bundy 
22(^263. For general discussion of entire episode, Sara 
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given—was a final effort to exert some influence on Japan. It was 
completely ignored. Yet even Stimson at this time stated his belief that 
in the long run the only effective force making for peace was world 
opinion, and he sought by every possible means to mobilize such opin¬ 
ion behind nonrecognition. He Nvas perhaps making the most of his 
inabilit)' to apply direct sanctions. In later years, he came to feel that 
the policy of moral condemnation failed as completely as it did be¬ 
cause America lacked the courage to back up her position by force 
when such a move held out any possible risk of war.^- 

The policy of the United States during the Manchurian crisis was 
in keeping with tradition. There could be httle question, in 1931-32, 
that Hoover rather than Stimson reflected the prevailmg climate of 
opinion. The .Mnerican people had no wish to make commitments 
that might involve them in war against Japan; they had no enthusias m 
for either economic or mihtary sanctions.They' had accepted increas¬ 
ing participation in world affairs—the Washington Conference treaties, 
the Kellosn-Briand pact, even consultation with the League Council— 
but there had been no shift in their basic determination to msist on 
full freedom of action and to avoid anything that smacked of an 


entangling alliance. 

Nothinc could have been more ironical, however, than this further 
demonstration of the belief that by avoiding formal engagements the 
United States actually retained complete freedom of action. The 
stand taken during the Manchurian crisis, even if the nonrecogmtion 
doctrine a<^ain did not involve any definite or binding future commt- 
ment was'^another step along the road that led directly to Pearl Har¬ 
bor. Mthou-h inters-ention in eastern .\sia might always stop short of 
anvthing in'the nature of an entangUng alliance, the ultmate respon¬ 
sibilities devolving upon the United States for a pohcy that embrac 
the Open Door in China, the \Vashington Conference treaties, arid 
nonrecomition of anv territorial changes brought about by force co 
hardly be avoided. The Stimson doctrine mired the nation ever nm 
deeply in Asiatic affairs and made any escape from the cnsis of m 
tpi-ble except through the repudiauon of all pr^aous pohcy and 
a conscienceless abandonment of China. 

:: “atraii "c’ 

fNew York. 1937), Chap. IX. 
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The policies and attitudes brouglit out by Japan s attack in Man¬ 
churia found expression in relation to another problem taciiv:; the 
Republican administrations of the 1920’s. This was disarmament. The 
United States was again ready to exercise its moral influence in [rro- 
moting a cause so dear to the collective heart of the American people; 
and again it flatly refused to assume any oblieations in helping to safe¬ 
guard the international security on which disarmament was so com¬ 
pletely dependent. 

While the Washington Conference aerreements limiting battleship 
construction were extended to certain other categories of nas al \ essels 
at a further conference in London in 1930, a far more difficult aspect 
of disarmament was involved in the status of land forces. The League 
of Nations sought to come to grips with this problem \sith plans for a 
world parley in 1932, and the United States promptlv atrreed to take 
part in both the preliminary- discussions and the conference itself. 
President Hoover, in fact, took the lead in adsancing a program to 
ban all offensive weapons—had not the nations of the \sorld agreed 
to give up war as an instrument of national policy’- and to reduce bv 
one third all other military components. The powerful peace forces of 
this country enthusiastically supported this plan. For a time there were 
hopes that something beyond naval limitation might actuallv be ac¬ 
complished. Every attempt to reduce the armies of the world, however, 
foundered on the rocks of political distrust.^^ 

America had her full share of responsibility for this failure. Al¬ 
though her own actual military- strength was not important, the poten¬ 
tial power of her immense economic and industrial resources was 
obviously too \ntal a factor in any balance of world power to be igncircd. 
What the European nations—and especially France—repeatedly sought 
was some assurance that in the event of any threat to peace American 
influence would be realistically exerted in support of collective security. 
Again and again proposals were made at Geneva that would ha\ e put 
the United States on record as at least agreeing to consult with the 
other powers should aggressive action from any quarter endan-^er 
European stability. 

This the United States would not do. It was so strongly wedded to 
Its no-commitment policy that even a consultation agreement was re¬ 
jected. Premier Laval of France urgently pressed such a suggestion in 
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1931, following similar and unsuccessful overtures at the London 
Naval Conference a year earlier, as “a great gesture” in the cause of 
disarmament. Hoover’s immediate reaction was that it was a political 
impossibiUty.^® The chance that an agreement to consult might be 
construed as an agreement to act could not be accepted by a statesman 
so obdurately opposed to any foreign commitment and to the use of 
coercion against other nations. 

The American people did not consider disarmament a major issue. 
They \vere deep in the throes of a depression that largely eclipsed 
interest in everything else. So far as they thought of arms limitation at 
all, they continued to believe that it would be somehow obtainable 
without having to do very much about it. They appeared to be imable 
to realize that in the always close relationship between arms compe¬ 
tition and war, the gro\vth of armaments was a consequence of fear 
and insecurity—the s>mptom of the disease rather than its real cause. 
,Mthough their desire for peace could not be called into question, they 
remained unwilhng to take the risks that effective support for peace 
demanded. 

The failure of disarmament was the triumph of timidity. Here per¬ 
haps was the final and conclusive example of the unhappy alliance 
bet^^■een idealism and irresponsibility that was the most significant 
aspect of American policy during a period in world history when forces 
still hardly perceived had begun their inexorable march toward an¬ 
other war. 


^5 Hoover The Cabinet and the Presidency, p. 348; Stimson and Bundy, On 
Acihe Service, p. 275. See also Russell M. Cooper, ConrultuOon .« 
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CHAPTER 9 


The Mirage of Neutrality 


I ''HE REST of the world—Ah! there is the rub.” ^ 

X This phrase from President Franklin D. Roosevelt’s Annual 
Message to Congress in 1936 underscores the basic dilemma of the 
mid-1930’s. The United States was deeply committed to a moral ap¬ 
proach to the problems of peace and war, and yet the entire program 
symbolized by the Kellogg-Briand Treaty was bankrupt. The principle 
af peaceful adjustment for all international disputes was completely 
mdermined when other powerful nations “impatiently reverted to 
their old belief in the law of the sword.” The question then was, 
Should America undertake to restrain these aggressive powers in alli- 
ince with other peace-loving countries, or abandon all idea of inter¬ 
national cooperation and seek its own peace and security through a 
itrict neutrality in other nations’ quarrels? 

A further problem intensified the dilemma. In the 1920’s the world 
lad still seemed reasonably safe for democracy. Fascism had not yet 
lecome a serious threat, and communism lacked the militant force 
Bat it would later acquire as the weapon of an imperialistic Soviet 
Russia. President Coolidge had been able to say that American foreign 
lolicy could “best be described by one word—peace.” This conception 
vas the basis for the proposals for the outlawry of ivar, and for the 
leteiranation of so many Americans that their country' would under 
10 circumstances ever again take up arms. The refusal to consider 
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alliances or any co mmi tment to sanctions, Hoover later wTote, “was 
not isolationism. It was a belief that somewhere, somehow, there must 
be an abiding place for law and a sanctuary- for civilization.” - 

As the 1930’s wore on, however, the victories of fascism and growth 
of dictatorial controls in other lands changed prev ailin g ideas of what 
iictuaily constituted national security and recalled the broader aims of 
American poUcy. The peace for which the United States had tradi¬ 
tionally stood meant something more thm mere absence of war. Theo¬ 
dore Roosevelt had alwap insisted upon a righteous peace; Woodrow 
Wilson continually emphasized a moral international order. The grow¬ 
ing realization that the world was now faced \sith the menace of totali¬ 
tarianism as well as the danger of war—“the twin spirits of autocracy 
and aggression”—re\-ived the behef that peace of itself was not neces¬ 
sarily enough. Even if it could conceivably be preserv^ed for the United 
States, could the nation avoid taking a stand in defense of freedom; 
indeed, could peace and freedom ever be disassociated? 


When Roosevelt first came into oflBce all such issues were subordi¬ 
nated to the more immediate demands of domestic policy. In his first 
Inaumiral Address the new President made no reference to foreign 
policy other than the brief statement that he would dedicate the nation 
to “the poUcy of the good neighbor.” The nation was comvilsed by a 
counm-wide banking crisis; ntilhons of unemployed were vainly seek¬ 
ing work from coast to coast; the national economy seemed to be par- 
alsred. Throughout his first term, Roosevelt concentrated on these 
%-ital domestic issues, lea%mg his Secretar>' of State, CordeU Hull, as 
the latter has testified, almost in full charge of foreign policy'.^ More- 
o^•er the President’s ideas on the role that the United Stat« should 
plav in ^^-orld affairs appeared to have undergone a definite shift smce 
his'foursquare support for coUective security as a losal Wilsonian m 
19^0 He was generallv content to have America stay at home. It was 
noi until almolt the eve of European tear, and his retodon that 
eventhins that might have been accompUshed by the New Ded 
*e dome;* front and the very teeurity of the nadon 

events abroad, that Roosevelt returned to his ongmal mtemadonal- 

‘“a first Sim, of his isolationist phase b found in an article written for 
..n, .tleLir, ef Hoc.,,: Tk. Cai.W, and Prrddtnt, 
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Foreign Affairs in 1928. Roosevelt then flatly stated, in behalf of him¬ 
self and his fellow Democrats; “We are opposed to any official partici¬ 
pation in purely European affairs or to committing ourselves to act in 
unknown contingencies.” While he was quick to add that there should 
be continued cooperation with the League of Nations in all matters 
“which bear on the general good of mankind,” and that it was neither 
possible nor desirable to maintain “an isolated national existence,” his 
position clearly fell within the familiar postwar isolationist pattern.^ 
This was further emphasized in the campaign of 1932. Roosevelt 
repeatedly stressed a nationalistic approach to the problems arising 
from the depression and specifically repudiated political cooperation 
with other countries. The League of Nations was no longer the organ¬ 
ization conceived by its founders, he stated on one occasion, and added 
emphatically: “I do not favor American participation.” ® 

Roosevelt—like Wilson—had hoped to avoid having to deal with 
foreign issues in order to concentrate on domestic ones. He fell heir, 
however, to two unavoidable international problems; the disarmament 
conference at Geneva and a world economic conference at London. 
Both conferences were complete failures, and in part at least because 
of the attitude adopted by the United States. 

An isolationist policy was modified at Geneva to the extent of ex¬ 
pressing a willingness, should a general disarmament program be 
adopted, to consult with other nations in the event of any threat to 
peace, and to do nothing that would interfere with any collective 
effort to meet the emergency. But the United States would make no 
commitment to positive action.® At London, expected support for pro¬ 
posed moves to stabilize world currencies was dramatically withdrawn 
in order to leave the government free to take whatever measures were 
desired on the home front.^ The Roosevelt administration, that is, was 

* Franklin D. Roosevelt, “Our Foreign Policy—A Democratic View,” Foreign 
Affairs, VI (July, 1928), 580-582. See also Frank Freidel, Franklin D. Roose¬ 
velt: The Ordeal (Boston, 1954), pp. 238-241. 

^ Public Papers of Franklin D. Roosevelt, Forty-eighth Governor of the State 
of New York, Second Term, 1932, pp. 551 ff., as quoted in Charles A. Beard, 
American Foreign Policy in the Making (New York, 1946), pp 75-77 

foreign Policy, 

1931-41 (Washington, 1943), pp. 10-12, 186-191. Innocuous as this statement 
seemed m many ways, it was nevertheless characterized by John Bassett Moore 
as the gravest danger to which the country has ever been e.xposed a danger 

Uu'ly''’19337 ''m Reason,” Foreign Affairs, XI 

^ Roosevelt s abrupt message withdrawing support from any move to stabilize 
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no more willmg at this point than its predecessors to assume any sp^ 
cific obhgations m world affairs, and its foreign policy strongly accen- 
tuated the economic nationalism that had been initiated immediately 
after the war. Under the impact of the depression, there was actuaUy 
a retreat from the more internationalist outlook toward which the 
country' had appeared to be moving. 

This is not to say that Roosevelt was blind to what was happening 
abroad. Before the close of his first year in office, he stated that with 
10 per cent of the world’s population threatening the peace of the 
remaining 90 per cent, concerted measures should be taken to 
strengthen international security. Discounting “the old policies, alli¬ 
ances, combinations and balances of power,” he urged new agreements 
for the elimination of aggression and the abolition of weapons of offen¬ 
sive warfare.® He did not, however, press this program and it aroused 
little popular interest among a people still struggling back from de¬ 
pression depths and deeply absorbed in the trials and tribulations of 
the NRA and the AAA. 

This generally uninterested attitude toward foreign affairs began to 
change early in 1935. The New Deal had by then succeeded in bring¬ 
ing about some measure of economic recovery and was about to launch 
its further program of social reform. International relations, on the 
other hand, had deteriorated so badly that they could no longer be 
shunted aside. The threatening attitudes of both Mussolini and Hitler 
ga\ e a nesv immediacy to the fears first awakened by the collapse of 
collective security ^vhen Japan attacked in Manchuria. Roosevelt de¬ 
clared there was no ground for apprehension so far as the foreign 
relations of the United States itself were concerned, but warned that 
as new strivings for armaments and power “rear their ugly heads,” 
the nation had to recognize that the maintenance of international 
peace was a matter in which “we are deeply and unselfishly con¬ 


cerned.” ® 

first move to gi\'e practical expression to this new concern merely 
demonstrated the continuing isolationist temper of the country. Dur- 


world currencies, stemming from his growing interest in devaluation Md a 
managed currency for the United States, has given rise to a great deal of con¬ 
troversy. For his own admission that his message fell upon the conference Idee 
a bombshell,” see Public Papers and Addresses, II, 265 For the reacuons o 
the two principals at the conference, Raymond cy 
York 1939), pp- 255—269, and Memoirs of Cordell Hull, I, 
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ing the past fifteen years internationalists had made repeated efforts 
to have the United States join the World Court. In order—as he 
stated—that this country might throw its weight into the scales in 
favor of peace, Roosevelt now urged approval of the protocol govern¬ 
ing our prospective membership which had been carefully worked out 
by Elihu Root in 1929. Still the Senate balked. First, it insisted on 
afditional reservations, one of them repeating the no-entangling- 
a’liances safeguard affixed to the convention setting up the old Hague 
Tribunal; then it turned around and rejected the World Court proto¬ 
col altogether.^® 

The opponents of American membership based their objections on 
the familiar argument that whatever reser\-ations might be adopted, 
the United States would be making a commitment that prejudiced its 
complete freedom of action. “We are different over here,” one senator 
perhaps unconsciously paraphrased George Washington; “Why go 
abroad?” Such original foes of the League of Nations as Borah, 
Johnson, and Norris spearheaded the attack on the Court, and they 
were vehemently supported by the Hearst press and the Detroit radio 
priest. Father Coughlin. The latter’s last-minute appeal (“keep Amer¬ 
ica safe for Americans . . . and not the hunting ground for interna¬ 
tional plutocrats”) was responsible for a deluge of anti-Court letters 
and telegrams which swamped the offices of wavering senators.’- 
It is sometimes maintained that this final propaganda barraite played 
a decisive role in defeating World Court membership. The evidence is 
far from conclusive. The failure of Roosevelt to exercise any impor¬ 
tant influence in support of his proposal, and the decidedly luke^va^n 
attitude of what had unjustifiably been assumed to be a predominantly 
favorable Senate majority, appear to have been more telling factors. 
Certainly, the World Court awoke no great popular enthusiasm. The 
Senate vote, falling seven short of the necessar)- t^v■o thirds’ majority 
wffi 52 yeas and 36 nays, was interpreted as substantially reflecting 
the public mmd as it has stood for many years.” Moreo^-er if the 
Umted States had assumed membership in 1935 with the amendments 
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and resen ations proposed by the Senate, it would have meant very 
httle in tlie balance between peace and war. The episode was most 
significant in that it clearly revealed how fearful the United States 
continued to be of any foreign commitments whatsoever. 


This isolationist attitude was soon to receive even more decided 
confirmation in the neutrahty program which was the American re¬ 
sponse to the growing threat of war in Europe. The naked aggression 
of the fascist powers prosdded the incentive for an imprecedented 
congressional intrusion into the realm of foreign policy whose hopeful 
purpose %vas to keep the United States out of harm’s way in the event 
of any general European conflict. 

A first ominous development on the European scene was the brutal 
attack that Mussolini launched against Ethiopia in October, 1935. 
Foreien protests against such unprovoked aggression were unavailing; 
the half-hearted efforts of the League to impose sanctions upon Italy 
were completely ineffectual. As the world watched wdth growing an¬ 
guish, Mussohni’s legions succeeded in ivholly subjecting the hapless 
httle countiv' and Ethiopia was incorporated in the Itahan Empire. 

Emboldened by his felloiv dictator’s success, Hitler thereupon under¬ 
scored his shrill demands for a complete revision of the Versailles 
Treaty by sending his troops into the demihtarized Rhineland in 
March, 1936. And then, during this same fateful spring, a civil war 
broke out in Spain that still further intensified the gro^ving crisis. For 
Iialv and Germany directly supported the antidemocratic forces under 
General Franco, the rebel leader, in their attack upon the loyalist de¬ 
fenders of the existing Repubhcan regime. The fascist nations, soon to 
be even more intimately finked through formation of the Rome-Berhn 


Axis, were on the march. . 

The western democracies were no more wilhng to pick up the ch - 

lencre of fascist inteiwention in the Spanish civil war than they a 
been to call Mussolini to account for the attack upon Ethiopia, 
ful that any positive move would plunge all Europe mto 
and France followed a cautious policy which aimed at loca^g th 
conflic^^Tn Spain in spite of the assistance given rebels by Geim^ 
and italy. The result was a further victor,^ for fascism and the setting 

of the stage for World War IL • • in Fnmne 

The i-erican Co„gre» reacted to the mounung cr.» m Europe 
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by insisting upon a program of strict neutrality. On August 31, 1935, 
it enacted a first and temporary measure providing that whenever the 
President proclaimed the existence of a state of war, it would be un¬ 
lawful to sell or export arms or munitions to any belligerent nation, or 
for American vessels to transport such materials of war to the ports of 
any belligerent, and further authorizing the President to forbid travel 
by American citizens on the ships of a belligerent except at their own 
risk. These bans were put into effect against both nations when Italy 
and Ethiopia became engaged in hostilities. 

Six months later. Congress further tightened the existing law by 
decreeing that no loans should be extended to any belligerent power. 
Following the outbreak of the Spanish war and the realization that 
existing legislation did not apply to civil strife, it adopted upon Roose¬ 
velt’s urging, in January, 1937, a joint resolution forbidding the export 
of arms and ammunition to Spain. 

These measures were then replaced in May, 1937, by a so-called 
“permanent” law. This legislation re-enacted the earlier provisions 
against the shipment of arms and munitions and the extension of loans 
to any belligerent, made mandatory the ban on travel by Americans on 
belligerent ships, and introduced a new provision, to be in force for 
two years only, whereby wartime trade in certain nonmilitary com¬ 
modities, as designated by the President, would be lawful only when 
the belligerent nations paid for such commodities purchased in this 
country and transported them on their own vessels. This was the 
famous cash-and-carry stipulation that constituted a compromise be¬ 
tween cutting of all wartime trade—a complete embargo—and per¬ 
mitting the sale of raw materials under conditions that were designed 
to avoid the difficulties that had developed during the First World 
War. In response to overwhelming isolationist and pacifist pressure, 
America was prepared to surrender that freedom of the seas for which 
she had stood so resolutely in 1812 and again in 1917.^® 

Everything conspired in the mid-1930’s'’to strengthen the isolation¬ 
ist demand for neutrality legislation. The early disillusionment over 
the consequences of participation in the First World War had hardly 

Rosemnan, Public Papers and Addresses of Franklin D. Roosevelt, V, 626, 
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been mitigated by the rise of fascism in Italy and nazism in Germany. 
The old distrust of Europe was intensified by default on the war debts 
after what was generally considered by Americans as a generous scal¬ 
ing dosvn of interest charges. The renewed armaments race heavily 
tmderscored the risks of general hostilities and the consequent danger 
to the United States of any sort of entanglement in European affairs. 

And finally, a report on the past and present trafl&c in arms issued 
by a Senate committee headed by Gerald P. Nye of North Dakota had 
a tremendous popular impact. Its disclosures of the value of the mu¬ 
nitions trade during the First World War, widely publicized and fur¬ 
ther am plified in many contemporary books and articles, with constant 
emphasis upon the tremendous profits of bankers and munitions 
makers, fortified the isolationists’ belief that the United States should 
not have gone to war in 1917. The Nye report appeared to prove that 
the countrs' had been needlessly dragged into that conflict to safeguard 


special economic interests.^^ 

If this facile and basically false interpretation of the events of 1914- 
17 was accepted, the way to keep out of future wars seemed self- 
evident. All that svas necessary was to cut off all trade in mumtions 
and ban loans to belhgerent nations. The Urated States would then 
not have any economic interests to safeguard. The neutrality legislation 
of the 1930’s actually incorporated the proposals of the noninterven¬ 
tionists of Wilson’s day. Instead of meeting realistically the existing 
emergency, they appeared to many observers designed to keep die 
United States out of a war that had been fought tiventy years earher. 

Seldom has the popular reading—or misreading—of histop^ had a 
more important effect on the making of foreign pohcy; and the m- 
accuracy of the lesson drasvn from the expenence of 1917 was paral¬ 
leled by the want of logic in its application. The reasons for encan 
participation in the First \Vorld War were obriously far more com- 
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plex than the Nye Committee’s attribution of all responsibility to 
Allied propagandists, wicked bankers, and greedy munitions makers. 
It has been seen that mounting sNTnpathy for the Allied cause, and the 
belief that only the defeat of Germany could assure a peace founded 
upon principles of justice and freedom, were far more important fac¬ 
tors in persuading the American people to take up arms than any 
consideration of trade and profits. \Vhatever might have happened 
twenty years earlier, moreover, no such simple expedient as an arms 
embargo could hope to assure peace for the United States in a world 
successively challenged by fascism and communism. 

Roosevelt was not happy ot'er the neutrality la\v5. He had strongly 
favored legislation that would at once have sought to maintain neu¬ 
trality, and yet have enabled the President to exercise some influence 
in support of peace by giHng him a discretionary power in imposing 
an arms embargo only against the aggressor nation. Congress had not 
been interested. It w'as unwilling to make any distinction in its legis¬ 
lation between the aggressor and his \ictim, or to give the President 
any real leeway in the application of the law. While both Hull and 
Roosevelt remained fearful that the infle.xibilitv- of the congressional 
program might draw the nation into war instead of keeping it out. 
they felt that there was no way in which the executi\ e branch of the 
government “could withstand the isolationist cvclone.” The Secre¬ 
tary of State advised the President to approve the neutrality bills, and 
Roosevelt—although he was later to state that he believed their adop¬ 
tion to have been a mistake—duly signed them.^® 

Whether a stronger stand might have influenced Congress is doubt¬ 
ful. In any event, it was not taken. The President in effect abdicated 
his leadership in foreign affairs. He made no real or sustained effort 
in the mid-1930’s to win the approval of Congress for anv more real¬ 
istic program than that inspired by the revelations of the N\ e Commit¬ 
tee. He W'as content to remain on the sidelines while national policy 
was largely shaped by the impact of events abroad on a strongly 
isolationist-minded congressional majority. 

In a Chautauqua address in August, 1936, moreover, Roosevelt ex¬ 
pressed a rather middle-of-the-road position on the issues involved, 
and appeared quite ready to accept the basic principles of the neu¬ 
trality program. Declaring that the United States shunned all political 

Memoirs of Cordell Hull, I, 400. 
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commitments that might entangle the country in foreign wars, he 
warned also against the nation letting itself get into a position where 
it might be drawn into hostilities to safeguard economic interests. If 
the choice should ever be presented between profits and war, he stated 
emphatically, and with ob\ious reference to the disclosures of the Nye 
Committee, the nation “wiU answer—must answer—‘we choose 
> *>0 

peace. 

Nor did Secretary Hull offer any forthright support for collective 
security. He was later to weite that during this period the administra¬ 
tion ss as fighting “week in and week out” to prove that the isolation¬ 
ism expressed in the neutrality program was a dangerous policy,^" but 
there is little e\idence of such sustained activity. The Secretary of 
State was highly cautious, and very much aware of the strength of the 
isolationist tide.' His public statements did not seem to carry him much 
further than even Borah was willing to go. As late as September, 19 , 
Hull was abjuring internationalism in favor of what he called a pohcy 
of “enlightened nationalism.” 

\Vhatever the actual %-iews of either Roosevelt or Hull at ^ time, 
hosvever, the failure to make a more decided fight against isolatiomsm 
was largelv due to domestic political considerauons. 
deeplv concerned over what he was trying to accomplish at home^ 
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thought that he could not risk alienating their support for his reform 
projects by attacking their concepts of foreign policy. He was perhaps 
able to quiet his doubts on the wisdom of neutrality legislation when 
he set it alongside his assured conviction of the importance of liberal 
labor legislation and social security. 

The administration therefore continued to move slosvly and carefully 
in foreign affairs. The promotion of trade reciprocity, which was grad¬ 
ually modif)ing the old economic nationalism, and a scries of confer¬ 
ences seeking greater understanding with Latin America were its most 
substantial achievements during Roosevelt’s first term. A hiehly signifi¬ 
cant departure from the policies of the Republican administrations of 
the 1920’s was the diplomatic recognition of Soviet Russia in 1933, but 
the hopes of more friendly relations between the United States and the 
U.S.S.R. did not materialize. There was continued friction over Com¬ 
munist interference in domestic affairs, no settlement of debts, and 
very slight gains in Soviet-American trade. Policy in eastern Asia at 
this same time was directed toward a possible rapprochement \nth 
Japan, within the framework of the nonrecognition doctrine pro¬ 
claimed by Secretary Stimson. Here again not ver)' much could be 
accomplished so long as Japan insisted on her paramount rights in 
Manchuria and steadily encroached on north China. 

While Congress had nationwide backing for the general provisions 
of the neutrality legislation, there were vigorous attacks upon its appli¬ 
cation to the civil war in Spain. Critics of this phase of national policy 
maintained that the United States was actually penalizing the recog¬ 
nized government of a friendly nation by shutting it off from the 
American munitions market, and at least indirectly giving aid and 
comfort to rebels who were receiving substantial support from the 
fascist regimes of Germany and Italy. The soundness of the view that 
the United States was thereby itself sening the cause of fascism could 
hardly be disputed, but the isolationist ranks held firm in insisting 
upon what they declared to be the only safe course for the United 
States to follow. 

The refusal to heed the pleas that the President should be given 
Mme discretionary power in the application of the neutrality laws in 
international vvar reflected in some measure the strong anti-Roosevelt 
feeling at a time when the President was repeatedly being charged 
with seeking dictatorial powers. The insistence with which anti-New 
Dealers—both RepubUcan and Democratic-^emanded absolutely 
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rigid legislation was clearly affected by partisan bias. Yet this was not 
the whole story. The Neutrality Act of 1937 passed the House by a 
vote of 376 to 13, and the Senate by a vote of 63 to 6. The support for 
thi<; measure was much broader than any political, sectional, or fac¬ 
tional alignment.-* 

Newspaper and periodical opinion provided further confirmation of 
the heightened isolationist trend. This was if anything even more true 
in the case of liberal journals and farm and labor organs than in that 
of business reviesvs. Public opinion survey's also reported popular sup¬ 
port for the neutrality program with sufficient decisiveness to have for 
once some real meaning. Only a vety small minority of those inter- 
siew ed in the polls taken in 1935-37 were sviUing to consider any sort 
of collaboration srith the League of Nations, or the adoption of any 
form of sanctions in seeking to bring pressure upon an aggressor 


nation.-^ 

In time the passion for peace would be countered by a mountog 
ssTnpathv for the forces of democracy arrayed against the evil designs 
of fascism. The American people would be recalled to ffieir commit¬ 
ment to liberty as well as their commitment to peace; the inner con¬ 
tradictions of their attitude would become more apparent. In the 
mid-1930’s. however, it was stiU almost umversally agreed that come 
what misht the United States could best defend its own 
and therefore should do sc^by carefully avoidmg any direct mterven- 

tion in the troubled ^^•orld beyond its shores. 
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This new development aroused President Roosevelt from the some¬ 
what indifferent attitude with which he had appeared to regard for¬ 
eign affairs. Realizing anew the danger to the United States should a 
general war break out, he tried to discover some positive way to align 
the United States with the forces working for peace. It was to be 
charged that his changed attitude represented no more than an attempt 
to divert public attention from the inadequacies of the New Deal and 
from the political defeat he had suffered this same June in the struggle 
over the Supreme Court. The mounting world crisis was of itself more 
than enough, however, to recall him to the advocacy of that collective 
security that he had once believed held out the only promise of peace 
for the United States. 

In any event, the President decided to explore public reactions to a 
possible program calling the aggressor nations to account. The position 
of the United States seemed to be more and more becoming one of 
condoning aggression through advance notice that its victims would 
be unable to obtain arms or ammunition in the American market. 
While the failure of either China or Japan to declare war in 1937 
made it unnecessary in this instance to invoke the ban on arms ship¬ 
ments, as it had been invoked in the Italian-Ethiopian conflict and 
Spain’s civil war, this did not change the over-all situation. 

Roosevelt’s test of public opinion was his famous “quarantine 
speech,” delivered in Chicago on October 5, 1937, in which he dra¬ 
matically appealed to the country to face the realities of a world drift¬ 
ing toward war. If the existing “reign of terror and lawlessness” w-ere 
to be overcome, the President stated, there had to be concerted action 
on the part of all peace-loving nations to uphold the standards of inter¬ 
national morality. No escape from the consequences of the breakdown 
of world order was possible “through mere isolation or neutrality,” Re¬ 
peating his earlier statement that the freedom and security of 90 per 
cent of the world population were being jeopardized by the remaining 
10 per cent, Roosevelt declared there must surely be some way whereby 
those who wanted to live in peace could make their will prevail. 

So far these were rather general statements. At this point he de¬ 
parted from his speech as originally outlined by his State Department 
advisors and came more directly to grips with the basic issue; 

It seems to be unfortunately true that the epidemic of world lawlessness 
is spreading. 

When an epidemic of physical disease starts to spread, the community 
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approves and joins in a quarantine of the patents in order to protect the 
health of the community against the spread of the disease 2" 


The reaction to the “quarantine speech,” for that phrase was imme¬ 
diately singled out by the press, was varied. There were those who 
applauded an assertion of presidential leadership in foreign affairs that 
had long been svanting. “An eloquent voice,” declared The New York 
Times, “has expressed the deep moral indignation which is felt in this 
countr)- toward policies of ruthlessness and conquest” More gener¬ 
ally, however, newspaper editorials reflected either a very questioning 
attitude or an uneasy alarm. The suggestion that the speech was no 
more than an attempt to make political capital by a sensational, war¬ 
mongering appeal to national emotions was occasionally advanced in 
the anti-New Deal press. Other newspapers emphasized the irresponsi¬ 
bility of urging departure from a policy that had been overwhelmingly 
approved by Congress. Business Week and the New Republic were 
agreed that the President appeared to be willing to run the risks of war 
in rejecting the neutrality program. He had made a “dangerous and 
tragic choice.” 

Representing the pacifist elements that most vigorously rejected any 
idea of sanctions or force in upholding peace, the Christian Century 
also expressed an uneasy concern over what Roosevelt had in mind: 


... his attitude toward the neutrality law, his use of the “quarantine 
metaphor, his inveterate na\-alism, his need of distracting attention from 
certain unhappy features of his domestic policy and of rallymg Congress to 
his support, his possible ambition to outdo the other Roosevelt wth the 
lather’s Treaty of Portsmouth, and the contingency of a possible third term 
ambition-these considerations work together it. the pnbUc mmd to an^ 
and in considerable degree to jtistity much ot the apptehenstoti which etosts, 

Roosevelt felt, as he later phrased it, that the spe^ upon which he 
counted so much had fallen “upon deaf eats^ven ^ ‘ 
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hammering at the points he had made in the quarantine speech might 
well have won increasing support for a more positive foreign policy. 
Secretary Hull was even more cautious in interpreting the popular 
reaction. He was convinced that the President had gone too far in 
suggesting a quarantine, and used all his influence in urging greater 
moderation in further policy statements. A good many years later Hull 
was to write that this speech set back the cause of educating the Amer¬ 
ican public to internationalism by at least six months.®’ There is no 
more evidence to support this conclusion than the directly opposite 
verdict of some commentators that the speech significantly changed 
popular attitudes. 

What further measures Roosevelt may have had in mind had he 
been certain of popular backing for a stronger policy are not entirely 
clear. There was the possibility of sanctions and also the project, first 
suggested by Under Secretary of State Sumner Welles, for a world 
conference to seek agreement on certain fundamental principles in 
support of peace.Roosevelt for a time seriously considered the latter 
idea, planning a dramatic Armistice Day meeting of all foreign envoys 
to announce his plan. However, according to Welles, it was “almost 
hysterically opposed” by certain of the President’s closest advisors and 
he reluctantly abandoned it.®® 

The caution imposed by the apparent lack of support for collective 
action against aggressors was even more conspicuous at the Brussels 
Conference, of November, 1937, on international policy toward Japan’s 
renewed attack on China. The instructions given to the American dele¬ 
gate, Norman Davis, limited the scope of American participation to 
discussion of a possible settlement of the Chinese-Japanese controversy 
through peaceful negotiation, stressed the fact that the first objective 
of this country’s foreign policy was its own national security, and care¬ 
fully warned Davis to “observe closely the trend of public opinion in 
the United States and take full account thereof.” ®^ 

In such circumstances there was no chance whatsoever that the con¬ 
ferees at Brussels would decide upon any active measures to restrain 
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Japan. The idea of possible sanctions, which had at least been enter¬ 
tained in 1932 even if rejected, was not even considered. The failure 
of the Brussels Conference was complete. It emphasized anew the com¬ 



plete collapse of collective security, and also the further retreat of the 

United States into ^de. Although he 

Still. Roosevelt made one more effort 
said nothing more about quarantining aggressors. 
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idea of a world conference in a somewhat difTcrent form, and early m 
1938 sounded out the British Government as to its practicality. Prime 
Minister Chamberlain rejected the President’s proposal. What Win¬ 
ston Churchill was later to call “the last frail chance to save the world 
from tyranny otherwise than by war” thus came to nothing.^" Whetlier 
it could have commanded effective support either at home or abroad 
is doubtful, and the President was in any event finally conv inced there 
was nothing more he could do. Apart from his measures to win greater 
Latin American cooperation in hemisphere defense, and the e.\tension 
of the Monroe Doctrine to include Canada, he let things drift. " 
Secretary Hull might reiterate, as he did in March, 1938, that isola¬ 
tionism could never become a means to security, hut remained ‘ a fruit¬ 
ful source of insecurity.” The public seemed indilferent. d his period 
was the low point in popular disregard of the responsibilities and obli¬ 
gations, and also the dangers, that were the inescapable consetiuence 
of the position of world power that the United States had attained. 
This continued isolationist-pacifist attitude of the country had perhaps 
been most graphically revealed at the opening of the year in the agi¬ 
tation for a constitutional amendment reejuiring a popular nderendum 
on any declaration of war. Although this proposal was deleated in the 
House, the narrow margin of votes—209 to 188—afforded striking evi¬ 
dence of the unrealistic nature of popular thinking on world affairs. 

In the meantime, events in Europe were hunting toward still graver 
crises. Strengthened in his resolve to create a greater Germany, if need 
be by force of arms. Hitler occupied Austria in March, 1938, and six 
months later began to press upon Czechoslovakia his demand for the 
siurender of the German-populated Sudctenland. While England and 
France passively acquiesced in Austria’s incorporation into the Tliird 
Reich, they felt driven to action in support of Czechoslm akia, and 
Europe suddenly found itself confronted with possible war. 7'he diplo¬ 
matic wires linking Berlin, Prague, Paris, Rome, and London (Soviet 
Russia was largely ignored) ominously hummed as frantic efforts were 
made to avert the crisis. After a series of hectic preliminary di.scussions. 
Hitler finally agreed to a conference with the heads of state of Great 
Britain, France, and Italy. 
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This meeting was held at Munich on September 29 in an atmos¬ 
phere tense ^^^th a dread expectancy. The result was a new interna¬ 
tional accord—-^peace in our time,” as Prime Minister Chamberlain 
hopefully termed it—^but what was to prove no more than a brief and 
fateful truce had been won only by appeasement. The western democ¬ 
racies deserted Czechoslovakia. And while Hitler agreed to occupy no 
more of that unfortunate country than the Sudetenland, even this cjm- 
cal pledge was soon flouted. In March, 1939, the Nazi leader openly 
defied England and France by forcibly taking over all Czechoslovakia. 
Encouraged by his Axis partner’s success, Mussolini thereupon seized 
little Albania. The whole structure of European peace was crashing 
into ruins.^® 


During these critical da)^ of the autumn of 1938, Roosevelt sent 
abroad message after message expressing the hope of the United 
States that a way could be found to maintain peace. He appealed to 
Mussolini to exercise his good offices; he urged moderation on Hitler. 
While recognizing “our responsibilities as part of a world of neigh¬ 
bors,” the President nevertheless always made it clear that the United 
States accepted no pohtical involvements in Europe and would assume 
no obligations in the conduct of its negotiatior.s.^® There is little reason 
to believe that his messages at the time of the Mumch crisis, or at any 
time during 1939, had any effect whatsoever on the course of events. 
In x-iew of the neutrality legislation, if for no other reason, the Presi¬ 


dent could hardly have e.xpected that they would. 

His .\nnual Message to Congress in January, 1939, w'as largely de¬ 
voted to foreign affairs. Munich had all too obsdously postponed rath^ 
than averted a final crisis. “All about us rage undeclared wars—mUi- 
tary and economic,” Roosevelt told the country. “All about us grow 
more deadly armaments—military^ and economic. All about us are 
threats of new aggression—military and economic.” The peace-loving 
nations could not indefinitely stand aside wthout effective protest he 
continued, and even though the United States was not prepared to 
intersene in this situation by force of arms, it could "ot continue to 
act as if there were no aggression. “There are many methocE short of 
war but stronger and more effective than mere words, of bnngin^ 
honie to a-gressor governments the aggregate sentiments of our o^ 
people ” \Vhatever the President had in mind, it was not the contin- 
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uation of the neutrality policy as written into existing la^v: “VVe have 
learned that when we deliberately tiy’ to legislate neutrality, our neu¬ 
trality laws may operate unevenly and unfairly—may actually give 
aid to the aggressor and deny it to the victim. The instinct of self- 
preservation should warn us that we ought not to let that happen any 

» 40 

more. 

Roosevelt tried to implement such ideas by calling for repeal of the 
arms embargo. But his political position was weak and he was afraid 
to stir up too much opposition on the part of the isolationists. Once 
again he was confronted by congressional fear that any tampering with 
the existing legislation would lead to a situation such as that ^vhich 
had drawn the United States into war in 1917. Even the expiration of 
the cash-and-carry provisions of the “permanent” neutrality law did 
not persuade Congress that anything should be done. It remained 
stubbornly opposed to any move whereby the United States could ser\ e 
notice on potential aggressors that its policy would distinguish between 
them and the victims of their aggression. 

Yet Congress no longer reflected public opinion on this issue as it 
had in 1937. Newspaper editorials and the polls suggest a pronounced 
shift in popular attitudes by mid-1939 in favor of a modification of the 
neutrality laws whereby arms and munitions, as well as other goods, 
could be purchased on a cash-and-cany- basis.“ This would have di¬ 
rectly favored Great Britain and France, as opposed to Germany, 
through their control of the seas, and the desire to change the law 
clearly revealed a mounting s>mpathy for the ^vestern democracies. 
The isolationists, however, were still strongly entrenched in Congress, 
and the partisanship that had always affected the neutrality issue was 
perhaps fiercer than ever. The position of the foes of re\ ision was most 
succinctly expressed by Representative Voiys of Ohio; “The Presi¬ 
dent’s policy is to use the threat of our power to presen,-e a balance of 
power in Europe. Opposed to this is the traditional American belief 
that the way to peace is for us to be neutral . . .” ■<- 
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The Republicans as a whole insisted vigorously upon retention of 
he mandator)' embargo on arms and ammunition. The result was that 
he administration proposals for changing the law were amended out 
>f all reason in the House, and their consideration was postponed in 
he Senate by a 12-to-ll vote of the Foreign Relations Committee. 
Yhen Roosevelt made a further last-minute appeal to the Senate lead- 
;rs, at a famous conference on July 18 at which Borah casually stated 
hat his own sources indicated there was no immediate danger of Euro- 
)ean war, Vice-President Gamer brought the discussion to a close. 
‘^Vell, Captain,” he is reported to have said, “we may as well face the 
'acts. You haven’t got the votes and that’s all there is to it.” The 
policy of the United States remained as it had been: in the event of 
.var the sale of munitions would be forbidden to all belligerents. 

This was the final triumph of the isolationists. Never again would 
they hold the strategically dominant position which was theirs in mid¬ 
summer 1939. Their influence remained formidable. It would be con¬ 
sistently throu-n against every proposed move to enable the United 
States to play a more positive role in world affairs. ^Vith the outbreak 
of the European war, however, they were gradually forced back m a 
slow, strategic retreat. It \vas not complete surrender—as post^v'ar de¬ 
velopments would show—but the American people as a whole finally 
began to realize as never before that the United States could not stand 
alone in a svorld where aggression ans'where threatened every peace- 


lo\Tng nation. ^__ 
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Challenge and Response 


T he immediate reaction in the United States to the challenge 
flung at the world when on September 1, 1939, Hitler sent his 
armed columns crashing into Poland was one of bewildered frustration. 
The American people hoped desperately that the United States could 
continue to remain at home and mind its own affairs, whatever hap¬ 
pened in Europe. President Roosevelt’s promise that so long as it lay 
vtithin his power there would be “no black-out of peace in the United 
States” ^ reflected the devout wish of the country as a whole. 

In spite of this general attitude, there was from the very outbreak 
of hostilities—in sharp contrast to 1914—almost universal sympathy 
for the Allied cause. This was at once revealed in a movement for re¬ 
vision of the existing neutrality legislation in the interests of England 
and France. The cash-and-carry provisions of the 1937 act had ex¬ 
pired; the munitions embargo was still in effect. President Roosevelt 
called Congress into special session on September 21, to urge repeal of 
the embargo and substitution of a provision that would allow the bel¬ 
ligerents to purchase munitions as well as raw materials on a strictly 
cash-and-carry basis.® 

In seeking repeal of the arms embargo, administration spokesmen 
officially took a very careful position. They did not speak of the help 
such action would afford Great Britain and France; they emphasized 
the supposed strengthening of American neutrality. There was never 
any question, however, of the real intent of the proposed changes in 
the law. As a result of its own manufactures and the seizure of the 

^Rooseuelt's Foreign Policy (New York, 1942), p. 184 
2pp. 192-198. 
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great munitions works in Czechoslovakia while the world was nom¬ 
inally at peace, Germany had on hand military suppUes that the Allies 
could not match unless they somehow had access to the American 
mumtions market. Roosevelt actually sought neutraUty revision be¬ 
cause of a mounting conviction that the United States could not pos¬ 
sibly follow a policy that penalized the nations fighting Hitlerism. 

Still, public opinion was divided on the wisdom of the repeal of the 
arms embargo. \Vhile something like four fifths of the nation’s news¬ 
papers favored it, and business sentiment as reflected in trade and 
financial journals approved, labor and farm organizations were gen¬ 
erally fearful of such a move. Liberal opmion was much confused. The 
Neu.' Republic, for example, continued to call for a strict neutrality, 
but conceded the need for some modification in the existing law. While 
the war aims of the Alhes were stiU somewhat obscure, it declared 
editorially, there appeared to be sufficient warrant to grant them the 
“light additional aid” that repeal of the embargo would mean. Public 
opinion polls, theoretically representing a cross-section of all these di¬ 
vergent elements, reported in October a favorable majority of 57 per 
cent for revision.® 

There was little more than sporadic popular interest in the actual 
debates on the floor of Congress—ev-erything had been said too many 
times—and pohtical partisanship often seemed to be the determining 
factor in accounting for the alignment on the admimstration’s pro¬ 
posals. However, the old isolationist bloc opposed strongly any modi¬ 
fication whatsoever in the neutrality laws as they then stood. Revision 
was interpreted not only as first step toward eventual participation in 
the war, but as a repudiation of the basic premises on which it was 
believed American foreign policy should be founded. 

Such senators as Robert La Toilette, Jr., Gerald Nye, and Hiram 
Johnson led the attack, and there was to be no surrender on the part 
of the aging but still intransigent Borah. In his last speeches to Con¬ 
gress and over the radio, he insisted that come what might Amenca 
should continue to steer clear of any European entanglement. So 
fundamental a departure from neutrality as repeal of the arms em¬ 
bargo, he declared, would be disastrous, for it would constitute a moral 
commitment for intervention should all not go well with the 
“you will send munitions without pay and you will send your boys back 


3 William O Scroggs and Whitney H. Shephardson, The United States in 
ton. 1951), P- 967. 
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to the slaughter pens of Europe. '* In spite of the isolationist cam¬ 
paign, however, Congress approved trade in arms and munitions on a 
cash-and-carry basis by a vote of 55 to 24 in the Senate and 243 to 172 
in the House. 

For six months—the period of the so-called phony war—no further 
action was taken j hope that the war would not spread persisted. Early 
in 1940, believing that the United States should somehow exercise its 
influence for peace, the President sent Under Secretary of State Welles 
abroad to discover whether there were any bases for possible media¬ 
tion. It was a forlorn and hopeless mission. The only thing that could 
have given Hitler pause, Welles later wrote, would have been to im¬ 
press upon him that if he carried a war of devastation to western 
Europe, the United States would ultimately intervene;® and, in the 
light of public opinion, any such pronouncement of policy was never 
even contemplated by the administration. Robert Shersvood has writ¬ 
ten that these six months were the one time in Roosevelt’s career 
when he was at a loss what to do—“a period of terrible, stultifying 
vacuum.” ® 

In his Annual Message in January, 1940, the President sought to 
arouse the nation to the dangers with which it was confronted and the 
impossibility of continuing on an isolationist course. There were those, 
he said, “who wishfully insist, in innocence or ignorance, or both, that 
the United States of America as a self-contained unit can live happily 
and prosperously, its future secure, inside a high wall of isolation, while 
outside the rest of civilization and the commerce and culture of man¬ 
kind are shattered . . . 

“I hope that we shall have fewer American ostriches in our midst. 
It is not good for the ultimate health of ostriches to bury their heads 
in the sand.” ’’ 

Other than to emphasize “the leadership which this nation can take 
when the time comes for a renewal of world peace,” the President 
proposed no definite action. Secretary Hull, also envisaging the possible 
role of the United States as the great neutral peacemaker, in his turn 
went no further than to try through several public addresses to prepare 
the public for the assumption of new responsibilities at the close of 
hostilities.® 

* Vital Speeches, V (Oct. 1, 1939), 741-743; VI (Oct. 15, 1939), 21-23. 

» Sumner Welles, The Time for Decision (New York, 1944), p. 119. 

® Robert E. Sherwood, Roosevelt and Hopkins (New York, 1948), p. 123. 

'' Roosevelt’s Foreign Policy, pp. 213-214, 215. 

^The Memoirs of Cordell Hull (2 vols., New York, 1948), I, 732. 
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The sudden shock of Hitler’s swft invasion of Noiway and Denmark 
in April, 1940, the conquest of the Low Countries in Mav, the terrify¬ 
ing collapse of France in mid-June, and the mounting threat to a be- 


ARCTIC 




76“30'N. Ut 
sZ 16-35’LLotig. 


58“N.UL4 


i ATLAi\TIC 


OCEAN 





70°N.1jL 



U. S. S. R 


A=y 

•if SPAIN 


Vg'.'GEllMAST POLAND ] 

. kovlooa / 




''-"'■ 





‘LIBYA i 


r^.'3 

^ V' J /IRAQ 

^ A^A- 7;_rs-T4rSv -~—V . 



PEACE BY INSULATION 

COMBAT ZONES 1939-1941 


1 


SAUDI 

ARABIA 


Ft’-s ier.t' 2 ! pri^clamatiris under Clcsed by Proclamation of 

tre Act cf 1939 forbade Ncsember 4,1939 

sn c: c.Mens to en- | ] Added by Frcc'.amation of 

tar tre ~'CiZ'-Ziz z:ne$. April 10,1940 

r’*e* C3-22ian ccis v-e'e a’so ^ ^ ^ ^ 

c as .as the n-cth cf ISe EI3 

Fvl Sea. 

Sca'e c! f.' fes 

c ecs ecoi2» 


ANGLO 
EGYPTIAN 
SUDAN /' 

J 

:■ ETHIOPIA / 1 


Eeprinted from A Short History of American Diplomacu. L- Ethan Ellis 

Ica^ered Great Britain finallv aevoke the .American people from Aeir 
complacent attitude tou-ard the tear. The shattering impact o Get- 
man conoue.ts in tvestern Europe overnight aroused them to the ^ 
d ot Ltional defense and to the urgeney of aiding natrons uhtch 
I'l f srood ber^Ln Urem and a possible future attach on .hmencan 









CHALLENGE AND RESPONSE I 9 I 

shores.® There was still no idea on the part of the administration of 
any commitment to active intervention in the war, in spite of the 
frantic pleas from both England and France. But Roosevelt felt it im¬ 
perative to redefine American policy in the belief that “mihtary and 
naval victory for the gods of force and hate would endanger the insti¬ 
tutions of democracy in the western world.” 

At the very height of the crisis in France, as Italy attacked from the 
south and the German armies stood almost at the gates of Paris, he 
spoke to the country zmd to the world in a notable address at Char¬ 
lottesville, Virginia. After castigating the Italian Government for its 
treacherous action—“On this 10th day of June, 1940, the hand that 
held the dagger has struck it into the back of its neighbor”—he de¬ 
clared: 

In our unity, in our American unity, we will pursue two obvious and 
simultaneous courses; we will extend to the opponents of force the material 
resources of this nation and, at the same time, we \vill harness and speed up 
the use of those resources in order that we ourselves in the Americas may 
have equipment and training equal to the task of any emergency and every 
defense. 

All roads leading to the accomplishment of these objectives must be kept 
clear of obstructions. We will not slow down or detour. Signs and signals 
call for speed—full speed ahead.’^® 

There was always strong backing for hemisphere defense. In his calls 
for military and naval appropriations that before the end of 1940 
reached the staggering total of $17 billion, for the creation of a two- 
ocean Navy, and for the adoption of peacetime conscription, Roose¬ 
velt faced no effective opposition. Universally approved, too, were the 
agreements reached at the Havana Conference in July, 1940, whereby 
the American republics undertook to prevent any change in the status 
of the European colonies in the Western Hemisphere and to consider 
any act of aggression in the New World as directed against them all,^^ 
and the plans shortly afterward adopted at Ogdensburg for the joint 

®For full discussion, see William L. Langer and S. Everett Gleason, The 
Challenge to Isolation, 1937-1940 (New York, 1952), pp. 436-544. 

“ Roosevelt’s Foreign Policy, pp. 252-253. 

“Department of State, Peace and War: United States Foreign Policy 1931- 
1941 (Washington, 1943), pp. 82, 562-563. Many of these wartime agree¬ 
ments, as weD as other diplomatic documents, may be most conveniently found 
(though sometimes abridged) in Ruhl J. Bartlett, The Record of American 
Diplomacy (New York, 1954), in this instance, pp. 557-558. 
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defense of Canada and the United States.^^ European 

nations still arrayed against Hitler, however, was a different matter. 
About this \dtal issue whirled for eighteen months the dark clouds of 
embittered controversy. 

There could be no question that America had a tremendous stake in 
Allied victory, or—to put it another way—that she would be gravely 
imperiled by Hitler’s conquest of all Europe. The question endlessly 
debated, however, was whether this stake—or this peril—called for a 
program that might lead to direct intervention in the war, or whether 
the United States could continue to rely upon its own resources for 
national safety even if the Axis powers were triumphant. Hovering 
somewhere between the extreme points of view represented by those 
who favored entry into the war and those who would have placed 
complete reliance upon continental defense were the great majority of 
the American people. Convinced that Germany’s defeat was imperative 
if western democracy were to be safe, they at the same time believed 
that it was vital to keep this country at peace. As it became apparent 
that the United States held the balance of global power, and that the 
course followed might well prove decisive in determining the war’s 
outcome, they felt themselves caught in a fateful dilemma. Moreover 
the issue at stake involved not only neutrality, but the basic and im- 
resolved problem of just what should be America’s role in world affairs 
generally. 

The succession of important steps implementing the foreign policy 
of 1940-41—the destroyer-naval-base deal, the lend-lease program, 
the economic boycott of Japan, the acceptance of a shooting war m 
the Atlantic, and the firm stand taken in the Pacific were prima¬ 
rily the consequence of the momentous events occurring abroad. As 
Hitler overran the greater part of western Europe, occup>'ing the Low 
Countries and imposing his rule upon a truncated France, and then 
steadily intensified the air war against Great Britain with the con¬ 
stant threat of invasion, the situation confronting the United Statra 
grew ever more menacing. The logic of trying to help hard-pr^d 
friends fisht potential foes became increasingly unanswerable. What¬ 
ever the risks of involvement, to stand whoUy aside meant that the 
United States might some day find itself a solitary fortress of democ¬ 
racy in a fascist-ruled world. 

^-Roosevelt’s Foreign Policy, p. 272. 
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The destroyer-naval-base deal, inspired by the urgent need to aid 
Britain during her hour of greatest peril in the summer of 1940, was 
the first concrete measure of American assistance. The United States 
undertook to furnish England with fifty over-age destroyers, together 
with certain other military material. For its part, the British Govern¬ 
ment pledged itself never to surrender its fleet to Germany; transferred 
to the United States, as an outright gift, air and naval bases in New¬ 
foundland and Bermuda; and further granted ninety'-nine-year leases 
for additional bases in the Bahamas, Jamaica, St. Lucia, Trinidad, 
British Guiana, and Antigua. The agreement reached only after pro¬ 
longed negotiations, was incorporated in an exchange of letters on 
September 2, 1940, between Secretary Hull and the British Ambassa¬ 
dor, Lord Lothian.^® 

Here was a sharp departure from the strict neutrality originally- 
envisaged for American policy, and it proved to be only a first step 
along such lines. Before the close of 1940, Roosevelt was considering 
a plan to make further aid available to Great Britain and the other 
nations fighting Hitlerism by lending or leasing essential war materials. 
The virtual exhaustion of available British funds for the purchase of 
munitions in this country, the general opposition to loans that might 
create a postwar debt situation comparable to the unhappy heritage 
of the First World War, and an importunate letter from Prime Min¬ 
ister GhurchiU emphasizing Great Britain’s imperative needs provided 
the background for the lend-lease program. It was largely Roosevelt’s 
own inspiration, and he took the occasion of both a nevs’s conference 
and a fireside chat to awaken public opinion to the need for prompt 
action.^* 


Early in January, 1941, the Treasury Department drafted a bill to 
implement Roosevelt’s program and it was introduced in Congress 
with^ the symbolic title of House Resolution 1776. It authorized'' the 
President to sell, transfer, exchange, lease, lend, under such terms as 
he thought suitable, supplies of munitions, food, weapons, and other 
defense articles to any nation whose defense he deemed vital to the 
defense of the United States.^® The provision of such assistance, Secre- 


Peace and JVar, pp. 83-84, 564-568. 

_ Sherwood, Jioosevelt and Hopkins, pp. 221 fF.; Samuel I. Rosenman, Work- 
mg with Roosevelt (New York, 1952), pp 256 ff 

Stettinius. Jr.. Lend^ 
and term, 

I 1 WilLam L. Langer and S. Everett Gleason, The Un¬ 

declared War, 1940-1941 (New York, 1952), pp. 213-289. 
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tary HuU explained in supporting the bill, was imperative in order 
that control of the high seas should remain in the hands of law- 
abiding nations. This was “the key to the security of the Western 
Hemisphere,” for should control of the seas fall into the hands of the 
Axis po\vers, the danger to the United States “would be multiplied 
man^iold.” 

Two months were consumed in impassioned debate. The President 
rallied to his support those who agreed with him that the defeat of 
the .Axis was \dtal to American security and were willing to follow his 
leadership in whatever steps seemed advisable to aid the Allies. He 
was opposed by tsvo groups. The first was made up of those isolation¬ 
ists ^vho were con\inced that this further abrogation of neutrahty 
would ultimately draw the United States into war, and that in the 
meantime resources svould be dissipated that might better be held for 
the defense of the nation itself. The second group comprised congress¬ 
men who tended to favor aid for Great Britain, but were reluctant to 
grant the President such sweeping powers or to authorize him to 
extend support to any nation—possibly including Soviet Russia—whose 
defense, on his own sole authority, he deemed \ital in the American 
interest. Only after several amendments seeking to limit the presiden¬ 
tial po\vers had been beaten down did Congress finally fall in line. 
The final votes—260 to 165 in the House and 60 to 31 in the Senate— 
were nevertheless decisiv'e, and on March 11, 1941, the Lend-Lease 
Act became law with the President’s signature. Shortly afterward a 
first appropriation of §7 billion got this important program imder- 


v/av. 

Unkno^^^l to the public, stiU another development at this time re¬ 
flected the growing rapproachement between the United States and 
Great Britain. Secret discussions in Washington during February and 
March between representatives of the American and British Chiefs of 
Staff led to acceptance of a joint report—the ABC-1 Staff agree¬ 
ment—outUning a common strategy that would make l^nd-lease at 
most effective, and also proride for future contingencies should the 
United States actively enter the war. To make clear that no comim - 
ments were involved, the President did not formally ^ 

report, but it was nonetheless highly revealing of the progress of Anglo- 

American cooperation.^® 


16 Peace and War, p. 100. Prp<;;dent’s first report on lend- 

IT For summary of legislauon ^ found m Ae President tirs p 

lease see Roosevelt’s Foreign Policy, pp. , ,89 

TlZer and Gleason, The Undeclared War, pp. 285-289. 
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In implementing the destroyer-naval-base deal and the lend-lease 
program, Roosevelt never wavered from the decision reached during 
the crisis of the spring of 1940. His ideas were expressed most simply 
in the homely analogy he had employed in calling for support of lend- 
lease: “Suppose my neighbor’s home catches fire, and I have a length 
of garden hose ... If he can take my garden hose and connect it up 
with his hydrant, I may help him to put out his fire.” 

The President was firmly convinced that there should be no quib¬ 
bling about how the hose was to be paid for, when all that really mat¬ 
tered was to prevent the conflagration from spreading further. The 
only guarantee of American security, that is, ^vas the defeat of Hitler 
and everything for which he stood. 

After the adoption of the lend-lease program, Roosevelt projected, 
on March 15, 1941, the arsenal of democracy concept of America’s 
role: 

The British people and their Grecian allies need ships. From America, 
they will get ships. They need planes. From America, they svill get planes. 
They need food. From America, they tvill get food. They need tanks and 
guns and ammunition and supplies of all kinds. From America, they will 
get tanks and guns and ammunition and supplies of all kinds. . . . 

Our country is going to be what our people have proclaimed it must be— 
the arsenal of democracy.*® 

The Roosevelt administration was not seeking war when it adopted 
this policy of all-out aid to the Allies, any more than it was seeking 
war on the other side of the world when in the summer of 1941 it 
would cut off the flow of all supplies to Japan. In the conviction that 
the triumph of fascism would be intolerable, its purpose was to try to 
assure victory for the nations combating this evil force without the 
commitment of American military power. The President repeatedly 
expressed his belief that if the United States did everything possible to 
support the Allies, there was far less chance of being dra^vn into hos- 
tihties than if it stood aside and did nothing. There is no evidence that 
he pursued the course he did in order to bring about intervention. On 
the contrary, there is every good reason to believe that he did not want 
Yet he accepted the risks inherent in his program because he 
remained convinced that there could be no safety for America in a 

*® Roosevelt’s Foreign Policy, pp. 346-347. 
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world dominated by Hitler. And he knew that isolation was not se¬ 
curity.*^ 

When this policy led to war—as the isolationists all along vocifer¬ 
ously insisted that it would—it was not demonstrated that the United 
States could have avoided ultimate conflict with the Axis powers by 
any other course. It was instead shown that in spite of all hopes only 
active American participation in the world struggle could encompass 
the overthrow of fascism and remove its continued threat to the peace 
of all nations. The immense difficulties encountered in the final defeat 
of Germany and Japan, when the full might of America’s military, 
naval, and air forces were thrown into combat, made clear that the 
menacing e.xpansion of the Axis powers could not otherwise have been 
halted. That the victor^' over the Axis did not at once lead to universal 
peace, but w'as followed by the new threat of Soviet imperi alism , has 
no bearing upon the urgencies of the situation created by German and 
Japanese aggression in 1941. 


In the eighteen months between the fall of France in June, 1940, 
and Pearl Harbor in December, 1941, the maintenance of any efifective 
foreign policy, whether of war or peace, was continually hampered by 
the sharply conflicting vie^vs of the American people. Yet whole¬ 
hearted support for the Roosevelt program was essential in order that 
national production could be geared to meet the needs of both national 
defense and lend-lease aid. If the United States were to act effectively, 
the American people had to be convinced of the necessity for under¬ 
going the sacrifices national policy entailed, as well as the need to 
accept its inherent risks. Seldom has a President faced a greater chal¬ 
lenge of national leadership. 

Roosevelt felt himself to be under a vast restraint because of the 
strength of isolationist sentiment. Uncertain of full support, his re¬ 
action was to move with great caution at every stage of the devdop- 
ment of his program—a caution that exasperated some of his advisers 
and Cabinet members. Both Secretary of War Stimson and Secretary 


21 On this highly controversial point of Roosevelt’s attitude, ^e 
tive ueatment if found, as on so many of the issues of tins i^nod m stui« 
f vJilLm L Laneer and S. Everett Gleason. In quoting Hopki^ behef that 

tile President'was ‘‘loath to get into this 

ment of Roosevelt’s fear of any evidence avail- 

SfmSeTn^potlLTUk of Roosevelt’s views and inten¬ 

tions. The Undeclared War, pp. 456, 735. 
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of the Navy Knox, as well as Attorney General Jackson and Secretary 
of the Interior Ickes, were disturbed at his failure to follo^v up his vic¬ 
tory in the Lend-Lease Act. Stimson tells the story of a Cabinet meet¬ 
ing at which the President spoke of a program for patrolling the 
western Atlantic; “‘Well, it’s a step forward.’ I at once replied to 
him ,” Stimson wrote in his diary for April 25, 1941, “ ‘Well, I hope 
you will keep on walking, Mr. President. Keep on walking.’ The whole 
cabinet burst into a roar of laughter which was joined in by the Pres¬ 
ident.” 

Caution often gave Roosevelt’s policy, in spite of its underlying 
consistency, a highly equivocal character. In seeking to emphasize the 
dangers of an Axis victory, and at the same time assure the American 
people that there was no great risk of their being drawn into the war, 
he left the door open to charges of irresponsibility or insincerity that 
cannot always be easily answered. This was particularly true during 
the presidential campaign of 1940, which took place between the 
destroyer-naval-base deal and passage of the Lend-Lease Act. 

His Republican opponent, Wendell Willkie, though highly critical 
of many aspects of administration policy, was yet prepared to support 
aid to the Allies—short of war—as essential to American security. Far 
more internationalist than the Republican party as a whole, he never¬ 
theless carried his party with him at this critical juncture. Roosevelt 
felt obliged, however, to defend himself against the charge that he was 
dragging the country into war by constantly reiterating that there was 
no danger of direct involvement. On one occasion he said emphati¬ 
cally: “I have said this before, but I shall say it again and again and 
again: Your boys are not going to be sent into any foreign wars.” 

This statement could hardly be reconciled, whatever reserv'ations 
Roosevelt may have had in respect to “foreign wars,” with the increas¬ 
ing probability, which he himself had to recognize, that intervention 
might become necessary if Hitler were to be defeated. Nevertheless the 
President could not at this time bring himself, for fear of further isola¬ 
tionist attacks, to be more straightforward in publicly assessing the 
actual risks of American policy. Under these circumstances, the lead¬ 
ership that he might have exerted in preparing the nation for the role 
that It was destined to play often appeared weak and vacillating. His 


22 Henry L. Stimson and McGeorge Bundy, On Actk 
fVar (New York, 1948), pp. 370-371. See also 
Hopkins, p. 188. 

23 Quoted, ibid., p. 191; see also Sherwood’s comment, p. 201. 
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reluctance to be more decisive can only be explained by the compul¬ 
sion that he felt himself under to avoid at all costs the “irrevocable 
act that might fail of popular support and thereby endanger every¬ 
thing he was trying to do.** 

As a matter of fact, the isolationists did not in any important in¬ 
stance defeat any move on which the administration was decided. 
Their attacks upon the destroyer-naval-base deal (“Dictator Roose¬ 
velt Commits an Act of War”) were imavailing. Criticism of the Pres¬ 
ident’s failure to consult Congress was in many quarters thought to be 
justified, but it was impossible to deny the advantages of the deal itself 
in securing air and naval bases for the defense of the Americas. If 
lend-lease set off a prolonged and vehement debate on the groimd that 
it was irreconcilable svith any reasonable concept of neutrality, once 
again all attacks were beaten off.*® 

The isolationists were fighting a losing battle in 1940-41—not only 
on the immediate question of aid for the Alhes, but on the underlying 
issue of America’s future relationship with the rest of the world. In its 
broad and comprehensive scope, the lend-lease program was itself a 
commitment for which there was no parallel in national history. Sen¬ 
ator Vandenberg wrote in his diary that he felt he was witnessing the 
suicide of the Republic; “This is what I believe is the result. We have 
tom up 150 years of traditional foreign policy. We have tossed Wash¬ 
ington’s Farewell Address into the discard. We have thrown ourselves 
squarely into the power politics and power wars of Europe, Asia and 
Africa. ^Ve have taken the first step upon a course from which we can 


never hereafter retreat.” *® 

The advocates of a rigid neutrality showed no such concern oyer 
policy in the Pacific during this period as they did over that affectmg 
Europe. Once again the isolationists conformed to tradition in being 
much more favorably disposed to measures that actually constituted 
intervention in the conflict between China and Japan than to any such 
move in the war against Hitler. Roosevelt was far more free to help 
Chiang Kai-shek, and then to tighten the economic noose about Japan, 
than to extend aid to Great Britain. Some of the most outspoken cnUcs 
of his policy toward Europe, Senator Wheeler of Montana, for ex- 


cago, 1952), pp. 584^15. t a Morris (eds.). The Private Papers 

Arthur H. Vandenberg, Jr., ^d J. A Moms ^e 
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ample, strongly backed the interventionist moves in eastern Asia. The 
country generally favored abrogation of the commercial treaty with 
Japan in 1939, upheld a program of assistance for China, and was to 
have little criticism for the ultimate ban on all exports to Japan as 
adopted in midsummer, 1941."^ This situation had its ironical aspects in 
view of the final consequences of the economic boycott of Hitler’s Far 
Eastern partner. The dangers of entanglement in Europe loomed so 
large that the risk of being drawn into war through hostilities in the 
Pacific was often overlooked. 

The truth of the matter was that the general isolationist position, 
reinforced by Republican distrust of Roosevelt, had changed very little 
under the impact of events. “If we go to war to save democracy in 
Europe,” declared Philip La Follette in almost hackneyed phrases, “we 
shall wind up by losing democracy at home.” Again and again the 
old warning was repeated that once involved in the complicated maze 
of European power politics, there could be no telling in what future 
foreign quarrels the nation might needlessly become involved. After 
the entry of Soviet Russia into the war in the summer of 1941, this 
latter argument seemed to be strengthened. All the changes were rung 
on the irony of associating ourselves with the forces of communism in 
defense of democracy. This was a favorite theme of the isolationists as 
developed by such critics as Senator Charles W. Tobey of New Hamp¬ 
shire; Today we would ally ourselves with Russia in her war with 
Germany, but it is possible that ten years from now we might ally our¬ 
selves with Germany to halt the menace of Communism sweeping 
Europe. . . . Why spend the lives of our richest blood on the battle¬ 
fields of Europe on such uncertain and impermanent ventures?” 

The major attack upon the policies that the isolationists saw carrv- 
ing the United States along the road that a quarter of a century- earlier 
had led to war was spearheaded by the America First Committee. 
Presided over by Robert E. Wood, chairman of the board of Sean 
Roebuck and Company, its active leadership included such diverse 
fibres as Colonel Charles A. Lindbergh and Senator Wheeler, the 
railway magnate Robert Young and William L. Hutchinson, Vice- 
president of the American Federation of Labor. The character of the 
isolatiomst front was indeed shifting. Although Midwestern pro-res- 
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sives were represented, they were by no means the dominant element 
in the America First Committee. Its principal backers were business¬ 
men, it obtained its funds largely from banking and industrial sources, 
and it was most vehemently supported by the Chicago Tribune, the 
nation’s most reactionary newspaper. In spite of the sprinkling of lib¬ 
erals within its ranks, the hard core of this noninterventionist move¬ 
ment was solidly conservative. 

The America First program had the support of many political ex¬ 
tremists, but the committee’s national leaders tried to disassociate 
themselves from these irresponsible allies. Even so, there were strange 
bedfellows indeed in the ranks of America Firsters. Among its mem¬ 
bership, or persons closely affiliated with it, were sincere noninterven¬ 
tionists who remained persuaded, on what they believed to be sound 
and even idealistic grounds, that in peace or war America should re¬ 
main at home; there were also the Anglophobes, anti-Semites, the 
Roosevelt-haters, Coughlinites, and the fascist-minded. Never accepted 
by the America First Committee but hysterically anti-interventionist— 
until June, 1941 when Germany invaded Soviet Russia—were the 


Communists.^® 

In the forefront of the forces that supported all possible assistance 
for the victims of Nazi aggression, stood the Comrmttee to Def^d 
.\merica by Aiding the Alhes. Its membership crossed conservative- 
hberal as well as poUtical lines, and reflected highly vanffig pomte of 
view. The committee campaigned vigorously and effectively in behalf 
of the destroyer-naval-base deal, lend-lease, and repeal of the neu¬ 
trality laws. Its program was all aid short of war, but as time went on 
thij did not seem enough to many member The grott-mg * 

onlv more positive action could forestall a fascBt victory sweUed *e 
ranks of aLed interventionists «thin this active and mfluential 


°'The™rim"nal chairman of the committee was William 

pliglTed 4e'*Ta. ^ktf te^American peopk^whoj^nd^^ npi 

a r‘ Thf Battle Against Intervention, 

30 See Wayne S. Cole, America First: The Battle Ag 

1941 (Madison, Wis., 1953). i,olation (Chicago, 1944). 

31 See Walter Johnson, The Battle 
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drew back abruptly when he felt other members of the Committee 
were going too far along the interventionist road, subscribed to a public 
statement calhng upon the President to do e\ er\ thing that may be 
necessary to ensure defeat of the Axis powers, and then, in Januaiy, 
1941, resigned his chairmanship of the committee.” Like so many of 
lii<; countrymen he wanted both an Allied victory' and American peace. 
When these two objectives seemed increasingly irreconcilable, he did 
not know where to turn. Followng \Vhite’s resignation, the Committee 
to Defend America campaigned ever more militantly under new lead¬ 
ership to strengthen Roosevelt’s hand in aiding the Allies in every 
possible way. 

In the meantime, the administration had taken a succession of grad¬ 
ual steps that were aligning the United States more and more defi¬ 
nitely with the Allies, and at the same time providing for its own 
security against possible German encroachments in the western At¬ 
lantic. On April 10, 1941, the State Department announced that 
Greenland would be occupied to block the possible extension of Ger¬ 
man control over that Danish possession, and some three months later 
the President stated that an understanding had been reached with 
Iceland to station American troops there as a means of assuring its 
defense against possible attack.®^ “The United States,” Roosevelt told 
Congress, “cannot permit the occupation by Germany of strategic out¬ 
posts in the Atlantic to be used as air or naval bases for eventual attack 
against the Western hemisphere.” 

A more sensational development was a mid-August secret meeting, 
off the coast of Newfoimdland, of President Roosevelt and Prime Min¬ 
ister Churchill. The German armies had overrun Yugoslavia and 
Greece; they were advancing deep within Soviet Russia in apparently 
victorious consummation of the campaign launched in June. On the 
other side of the world, Japan had occupied southern Indo-China (by 
agreement ■with Vichy France) and was progressively expanding its 
area of control in the southwest Pacific. The leaders of the two great 
western democracies could not have held their conversations under 
more urgent or dramatic circumstances. 

Their primary concern was the means whereby the assistance being 
given Great Britain by a still nominally neutral United States could be 

^^Ibid.,pp. 179-201. 

Peace and War, 103-104, 640-648; 111, 686-691. 

Roosevelt’s Foreign Policy, p. 428. 
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made most effective. The meeting further led, however, to the an¬ 
nouncement of “certain common principles in the national policies of 
their respective countries on which they base their hopes for a better 
future for the world.” Henceforth known as the Atlantic Charter, this 
statement paralleled the Fourteen Points proclaimed by President Wil¬ 
son nearly a quarter of a century earlier. Their countries, Roosevelt 
and Churchill declared, sought no aggrandizement or territorial 
changes that were not in accord with the wishes of the people con¬ 
cerned: would endeavor to bring about access to trade and raw ma¬ 
terials on equal terms for all states; and hoped to see established, after 
the final destruction of Nazi tjuanny, a peace that would enable all 
men in all lands to live out their lives in freedom from want and fear. 
Fi nall y, the two men stated their belief that pending the establishment 
of a permanent s)’stem of general security, the disarmament of all 
aggressor nations was essential.®^ 

The legal nature of the agreement wns rather vague; its terms gave 
rise to a great deal of controversy. Within the United States, the At¬ 
lantic Charter intensified the fears of isolationists and encouraged the 
hopes of internationalists. Its significance at the time was not so much 
what the document contained, how-ever, as the fact that the American 
President and the British Prime Minister agreed upon such a joint 


statement closely aligning their tsvo countries in a common cause. The 
principles set forth in the Atlantic Charter were unhappily to have 
little chance of realization in a postwar world that saw no real peace. 

Soon after this famous meeting of Roosevelt and Churchill, Germany 
stepped up her submarine warfare in the Atlantic, and the need to 
provide protection for the supplies being sent to Great Bntam under 
the lend-lease program became increasingly urgent. A patrol syst^ 
covering American ships was already in effect, and about Septem ct 
1 Roosevelt decided to preside naval escorts for other ve^els m the 
North Atlantic. He hesitated for a time to announce his plan, but on 
the fourth of the month an attack upon the destroyer Greer carrying 
mail to Iceland, brought an end to further delay. Te^g the at^ 
upon American vessels-for that on the Greer foUowed earher m- 
stances of the torpedoing of merchant ships^“acts of international 
lawiessness” that revealed the design of the Nazis to abolish fr^om 
seas, 4e President smted in a radio address on September 11 

tpar.pp. 11 1-113. 717-720. See aim Laager and Gleason. Tfc. 

Undeclared War, pp. 663-692. 
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that henceforth protection would be given all merchantmen in ‘"the 
waters which we deem necessary- for our defense.” American naval 
vessels and American planes, he stated, “will no longer wait until Axis 
submarines lurking under the water, or Axis raiders on the surface of 
the sea strike their deadly blow—first.^® 

So far had the United States departed from its neutralits’ under the 
mounting menace to its own security: so far had it gone in alhing it¬ 
self with the nations combating aggression. There remained only one 
further move—short of war itself—to make the United States an active 
participant in the struggle against Germany. This step was taken 
when, in response to appeals from the President, Congress finally re¬ 
vised the neutrality law to permit the arming of American merchant 
vessels and to allow them to caix)- cargoes to belligerent ports.®' 

Once again there was prolonged and vehement debate, for the iso¬ 
lationists were more than ever fearful that the consequences of Roose¬ 
velt’s policy would be war, but the logical necessity of making sure that 
the goods being sent to England would be delivered eventually carried 
the day. The final vote on neutrality retision—50 to 37 in the Senate 
and 212 to 194 in the House—was a measure of the acute differences of 
opinion stiU prevaifing in Congress and in the country, but the im¬ 
portant thing was that the bill was passed. On November 17th it be¬ 
came law with the President’s signature.®® 

While the debate in Congress tvas still under way, the President had 
again emphasized the national emergency and stressed the need for 
what he termed “total national defense”: 

Ours has been a story of vigorous challenges which have been accepted 
and overcome—challenges of uncharted seas, of wild forests and desert pining 
of raging floods and withering drought, of foreign tyrants and domestic 
strife, of staggering problems—social, economic and physical; and vce have 
come out of them the most powerful nation—and the freest—in all of history. 

Today in the face of this newest and greatest challenge of them all we 
Americans have cleared our decks and taken our battle stations. 5Ve stand 
ready in the defense of our nation and the faith of our fathers to do what 
God has given us the power to see as our full duty.®® 

Roosevelt’s Foreign Policy, p. 474. In reporting the Greer incident, Roose¬ 
velt did not divTilge the fact that the destroyer was reporting the submarine’s 
presence to a British patrol. 

Peace and War, pp. 115-117, 787-788. 

38 The division of V'otes foxmd the Republicans in opposition; 21 to 6 in the 
ho^*’ ^ House. Easterners were divided; the Midwest generally 

October 27, 1941. Roosevelt’s Foreign Policy, p. 516. 



204 


AMERICA'S RISE TO WORLD POWER 


There were the inevitable attacks upon this bold pronouncement of 
American policy. Those who continued to think in terms of a complete 
abstention from world affairs fought frantically this final abandonment 
of any real neuti'ality and what they instinctively realized was a basic 
change in the fundamental tenets of American foreign policy. Con¬ 
gressional opposition to arming American ships was again greatly aug¬ 
mented by partisan distrust of Roosevelt. In the country as a whole, 
public opinion was far more convinced than the vote on this move 
suggests that neutrality and isolation no longer had any validity in the 
modem world. Popular polls asking whether it was felt to be more 
important to maintain peace than to bring about the do^vnfall of the 
Axis powers revealed a persistent decline in the niunber of persons who 
put peace first—from 64 per cent of those interviewed in May, 1940, 
to 32 per cent of those whose opinions were sought early m December, 
1941.^“ This basic shift in popular attitudes, with all its implications 
for the future world role of the United States, was well under way 
before the Japanese bombers roared out of the Pacific skies to attack 
Pearl Harbor. 


For it was through events in the Pacific theater of war, rather than 
developments in the Atlantic, that peace arid neutrality were finaUy— 
and irretrievably-shattered. During that long summer which saw the 
United States dra^v4ng closer and closer to acknowledged host^ties 
with Germany, Secretary' Hull had been patiently conducting the frmt- 
less negotiations %vith the Japanese envoys m Washington that were 

finally to lead to a complete impasse.^^ 

Japan’s continued aggression in China, her ahgnntent ■he ^ 
poters in the autumn of 1940. her occupation of northern Indo-Cl^, 

m bringing to bear aecisivc c r . pj-gsident Roose- 

;SrtlTtnfrctnt\7X?o ship^^^ i Utis commodity 

. . at Heate H’ha, Our Pecpt, Think (New York, 1944), p. 35. 

*0 William A. L> agate, pearl Harbor. 

For complete account, Feis, The Road to r 
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for fcsir that it might drive Japan to the hostilities which he was 
anxious to avert. 

In the summer of 1941, Japanese occupation of all Indo-China, and 
the consequent threat to British communications in the Far East, to the 
Netherlands East Indies, and to the Philippines, created a situation 
demanding more positive action to safeguard the interests of both the 
Allies and the United States. The rejection by Japan of all proposals 
for the v/ithdrawal of her troops from either China or Indo-China 
thereupon led, on July 25, 1941, to the decision to impose what was in 
effect a complete embargo on Japanese-American trade—including 
shipments of oil—through the freezing of all Japanese assets in the 
United States.^^ 

T his step was taken with a full realization of the risks involved. Still, 
negotiations were continued in the attempt to discover some way in 
which the danger of war could be minimized or the threatened hostili¬ 
ties at least postponed. Both Secretary Hull and the Japanese en\ oys 
were actually sparring for time, however, and no progress was made 
at their frequent conferences in Washington. At the close of August, 
the Japanese suggested a meeting at sea of President Roosevelt and 
Prince Konoye, the Japanese Premier. While this idea was for a time 
discussed. Secretary Hull strongly advised against it without a previous 
agreement—which proved to be impossible—on the basic principles 
underlying any prospective accord. The question will always remain 
whether this proposed Roosevelt-Konoye meeting might possibly have 
been productive.^^ When it failed to materialize, the Konoye Cabinet 
resigned and on October 16 General Tojo, the former War Minister, 
became Premier under circumstances that still further intensified the 
mounting crisis. 

A final exchange of notes between the two governments in Novem¬ 
ber served only to emphasize anew the unbridgeable gulf between their 
respective positions. While Japan might have been willing to evacuate 
Indo-China, she was prepared to do so only on condition of being 
granted a completely free hand in China, \vith the United States agree¬ 
ing to cease all aid to the Nationalist Government. For its part, the 
United States insisted on the withdrawal of Japanese troops from both 


« Peace and War, pp. 126-127, 704-705; Roosevelt’s Foreign Policy p 44'> 
«Peace and War, pp. 130-133, 733-735. .Ambassador Grew bclieved-and 
has conunued to believe—that such a meeting might have been productive 
Joseph G. Grew, Turbulent Era (2 vols., Boston, 1952), II, 1353-54. See also 
ms entire Chap. XXXIV, “Pearl Harbor: From the Perspective of Ten Years.” 
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Indo-China and China, together wth Japan’s acceptance of the Chiang 
Kai-shek Government, as the only possible basis for the establishment 
of friendly Japanese-American relations and the restoration of normal 
trade. 


Hostilities could have been averted—at least temporarily—if the 
United States had been at any time \salling to surrender its basic posi¬ 
tion and allow Japan her free hand in China. For a time, indeed, some 
sort of modus vivendi was considered, but the idea was soon aban¬ 
doned. The obligations long since assumed in upholding Chinese sover- 
eignt\% the danger to the Alhes in the further military expansion of 
Hitler’s Far Eastern partner, and America’s own security all dictated 
a refusal to appease Japan even though this meant war. 

With the exchange of these notes in late November, the end had in 
fact come. Japan’s decisive answer was not her diplomatic reply to 
Secretary' Hull’s final demarche. On December 7, 1941, her planes 
rained down the bombs on Pearl Harbor that plunged the United 
States and Japan into war. The conflict raging in Europe became a 
global struggle that was to reach out to the farthest comers of the 


entire world. 

The American people were shocked and horrified by the sudden 
attack on Pearl Harbor. There was no general realization that the crisis 
was so near at hand. Top officials in Washington were better informed. 
Throughout the final stages of the negotiations, they had knoim, as a 
result of the breaking of the Japanese code, that Japan had definitely 
reached the decision to break off negotiations and resort to arms. It 
was understood that war had become only a matter of Japan’s choos¬ 
ing the time and place. From President Roosevelt on doim, however, 
it was felt certain that the attack would take place in southeastern 
Asia. And on these grounds no special precautions were taken to saf^ 
guard the .American fleet at Pearl Harbor. A com-iction that the attack 
would come elseivhere may not justify this laxity, but all the e^dence 
demonstrates that it was an error of judgment rather than any be- 
traval of the national interest.'*'* 


*’The best accounts of these developments are a^n 

Tansill. Back Door to b ar p_ 651, an //arhor (New York, 

miral Robert A. Theobold, The Final Sec f For the de- 

^954). There is no eiddence whatsoe^-er to support such cnarges 
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On December 8, Congress declared a state of war as a result of what 
the President termed “the unprovoked and dastardly attack by 
Japan.” Three days later it accepted war with Germany and Italy 
after those two nations had taken the initiative in declaring hostilities 
against the United States. 

Roosevelt no longer had any need to temporize. In a radio address 
to the nation, he spiritedly called upon the American people to meet a 
crisis which could only be resolved by victory—final and complete— 
over the enemy: 

We are now in the midst of a war, not for conquest, not for vengeance, 
but for a world in which this nation, and all that this nation represents, will 
be safe for our children. We expect to eliminate the danger from Japan, 
but it would serve us ill if we accomplished that and found that the rest of 
the world was dominated by Hitler and Mussolini. 

We are going to win the war and we are going to win the peace that 
follows. 

And in the difficult hours of this day—and through dark days that may 
be yet to come—we will know that the vast majority of the members of the 
human race are on our side. Many of them are fighting with us. All of them 
are praying for us. For, in representing our cause, we represent theirs as 
well—our hope and their hope for liberty under God.'*® 


The assault on Pearl Harbor drove home, with compelling force, the 
lesson being so laboriously learned from the rising conflict with Ger¬ 
many in the Atlantic. Its tremendous emotional impact united the 
country almost overnight in a final realization that the United States, 
part of a world community with which its own destiny was inextricably 
interwoven, could not escape direct participation in the war because 
of its geographical position. 

“In my own mind,” wrote in later years Senator Vandenberg, upon 
whom had fallen the mantle of isolationist leadership after the death 
of Borah, “my convictions regarding international cooperation and 
coUective security for peace took firm hold on the afternoon of the 
Pearl Harbor attack. That day ended isolationism for any realist.” 


^ed testunony of what actually happened, see Pearl Harbor Attack, Hearings 
Committee on the Investigation of the Pearl Harbor Attack, 
9th Congrcss, 2nd Session (39 parts, Washington, 1946), and Investigation of 
« Harftor Report of the Joint Committee (Washington, 1946). 

Roosevelt s Foreign Policy, p. 553 ’ 

« Ibid., p. 565. 

« The Private Papers of Senator Vandenberg, p, 1. 
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T he ^VAR with which the American people were now confronted 
was in its general scope, in the world-wide deplo)’ment of Amer¬ 
ican forces, in the effort and sacrifice involved, and in loss of lives to 
dwarf completely the experience of 1917-18. Neither the mobilization 
of national resources nor battles and campaigns, however, can form a 
part of this account of foreign policy. The strategic decisions reached 
at the series of w-artime conferences among the war leaders are relevant 
only so far as they helped to mold the pattern of the postwar world. 
Still, the war itself remains the background—the vital, dynamic in¬ 
spiration—for the efforts being made during these momentous years to 
prevent any future conflict that would again disappoint world hopes 

for enduring peace. 

\Vhile the nation was going through the travail of those immense 
efforts that were finally to encompass the defeat of the A-^ ^ 

leaders never lost sight of the ultimate goals for which the Urate 
States was fighting. This time a way had to be found " P 

secure. The American people had to be prepared to play ^ 
postwar world otsaniration. And though a growmg ■'1”'=“ °t * 
Ld already accepted the fact that isclanontsm was 
national policy, i^vas far from easy for the natton to 
L and a practice that had the authority of over a century and a half 

of histors- behind it American poHcy 

A first move indicative of the new bases on 

was henceforth to be founded Allied powers 

TT^-w-j t, mint statement of the war aims o 
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issued on January 1, 1942. The United States was not to be an asso¬ 
ciated power, as it had been when it joined the .^Ihes in 1917. It was 
to he a full-fledged partner in a Grand .Alliance whose objective was 
not only defeat of the common enemy, but the creation of a new world 
order. For embodied in this Declaration of the United Nations were 
the principles that President Roosevelt and Prime Minister Churchill 
had written into the Atlantic Charter. However generalized, they set 
forth the need, upon conclusion of the war and the disarmament of 
aggressor nations, for estabhshing ‘'some wider and permanent system 
of general security.” ^ 

American diplomacy’s primary task all during the \var w as of course 
to uphold the Allied coalition. Everything else was subordinated to this 
paramount need, and American leadership was most conspicuously 
displayed in the wartime conferences that developed the common 
strategy which was to lead to ultimate Hctors-. Yet from Pearl Harbor 
on, there were also continued discussion and planning %s'ithin the State 
Department, on the part of various private organizations, and among 
the public at large of the means whereby the future rvorld order en¬ 
visaged in the Atlantic Charter could be guaranteed. 

Throughout all this discussion one basic consideration stood forth: 
the United States could not again slough off the international respon¬ 
sibilities inherent in its position as a world power. The policy makers 
acted on this premise, and they were further decided, as Secretary Hull 
made clear, that some international agency would ha\ e to be created 
which could—^by force if necessar)'—maintain the future peace.- The 
achievement of this latter goal was not to wait upon conclusion of hos¬ 
tilities, and in another respect as well Roosevelt was determined to fol¬ 
low a different course than that ^Vilson had followed t-wenty-five years 
earlier. The postwar program was to be developed on a bipartisan 
basis, with congressional participation at every step, and along hnes 
that would command popular support. If the United States was to 
take part in any w'orld movement for the organization of peace, and 
assume in good faith the obligations this involved, the e.xperience of 
the past clearly demonstrated that it could go only so far as the .\mer- 
ican people were willing to go. 

^Senate Document 123, 81st Congress, 1st Session, A Decade of American 
Foreign Policy, Basic Documents, 1941-45 (Washington, 1950), pp. 2-3. 

^The Memoirs of Cordell Hull (2 vols., .New York, 1948), II, 1638. See 
also Department of State, Postwar Foreign Policy and Preparation 1939-45 
(Washington, 1950). 
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R^sevelt predicted that ^s■ith the collapse of the Axis there would 
be those who Avould say that the United States should in the future let 
the world ‘•ste^v m its o^vn juice” and never again become involved in 
pulhng “the other fehow^’s chestnuts from the fire.” But he emphat¬ 
ically stressed the folly of any return to such isolationist thinking. “. 

It is useless to win battles ” he said, ‘-'if the cause for which we fight 
these battles is lost. It is useless to v\in a war unless it stavs won.” .^d 
in his State of the Union message in January, 1943, he declared that 
the United Nations “can and must remain united for the maintenance 
of peace . . .”® 

A first concrete sign of waning isolationism, so far as its traditional 
pohtical undertones were concerned, was the attitude shown by respon¬ 
sible Repubhcan leaders. As candidate of his part>- in the election of 
1940, Wendell ^S'iUkie had already performed yeoman service for the 
cause of internationalism. He now reaffirmed his support for the crea¬ 
tion of some new League of Nations, and his book One U’orld exerted 
an enormous influence in awakening the public to an imderstanding of 
the conception expressed in its svmbolic title. Governor Dewey of New 
York was also to sv^ing over—though more slowly—^to the intemation- 


ahst camp and help to take the issue of American membership in a 
world orsranization out of partisan politics. Even more significant, for 
eastern Republicans had generally been international-minded, -A-as the 
new position of Senator Vandenberg. Convinced of the need for world 
cooperation, this onetime spokesman of Midwestern isolationism played 
an important role in reconciling divergent views on the postvs-ar role of 
the United States.* 

\Vhile this whole issue v\as being debated in Congress, where pro¬ 
posals had been introduced that would have definitely committed the 
United States to set up procedures for the peaceful settlement of inter¬ 
national disputes, the Republicans formally moved, in August, 1943, 
to clarify their position. A conference of the partv^’s advisory’ council 
adopted a resolution, knovvn as the Mackinac Charter, which set forth 
what Vandenberg called a middle position “between those extremists 
at one end of the line who would cheerfully give -\menca away and 
those extremists at the other end of the line who would attempt a total 

3 Samuel I- Rosenman, JVorking -juith Roosevelt (New York, 1952), pp. 


denberg (Boston, 1952), p- 37. 
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isolation which has come to be an impossibility.” It put the party firmly 
on record as favoring “responsible participation by the United States 
in posUvar cooperative organization among sovereign nations to pre¬ 
vent military aggression and to attain permanent peace with organized 
justice in a free world.” ® 

However vaguely worded—and Roosevelt was to state that he was 
not paying much attention to “the language of debate” ®—the Mack¬ 
inac Charter helped to assure Republican support for administration 
foreign policy, the support which Wilson had so signally lacked when 
he brought home the covenant of the League of Nations. Overwhelm¬ 
ing majorities now approved pending congressional resolutions e,xpress- 
ing support for postwar cooperation. The Fulbright resolution in the 
House, and the Connally resolution in the Senate, both of which 
affirmed the need for world organization, were milestones on the road 
away from the isolationism of the I930’s.* And Secretaiy’ Hull was 
greatly strengthened in the negotiations already under way for the 
actual establishment of a new world league. 

It was, indeed, while the Connally resolution was still under discus¬ 
sion that the foreign secretaries of the United States, Great Britain, 
China, and Soviet Russia met at Moscow, in October, 1943, and took 
the first step toward the formation of what was to become the peace¬ 
time United Nations. For in the Moscow Declaration issued at the 
close of the meeting, they officially recognized the necessity for estab¬ 
lishing at the earliest practicable date a general international organi¬ 
zation for the maintenance of international peace and security.® Hull 
returned triumphantly to express his conviction-—over-optimistic and 
perhaps naive—that with this understanding among the major powers, 
“there would no longer be need for spheres of influence, for alliances, 
for balance of power.” ® 

Shortly after the Moscow meeting, Roosevelt met with Churchill 
and Chiang Kai-shek at Cairo, and then with Churchill and Stalin at 
Teheran. He reaffirmed this approach to postwar policy, and added 
that it was agreed among the four powers “that if force is necessary^ to 
keep international peace, international force will be applied—for as 

® Ibid., pp. 55, 58. 

SEUiott Roosevelt (ed.), F.D.R.—His Personal Letters (2 vols New York 
1950), II, 1460. ^ ’ 

’’A Decade of American Foreign Policy pp. 9 14. 

^Ibid.,p. 12. 

^Memoirs of Cordell Hull, II, 1648; Vital Speeches, X (Dec. I, 1943). 102. 
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long as it may be necessary« There was to be no repetition, so long 
as it lay within his power, of the tragic mistakes in foreign policy of 
the years after the First World ^Var. And the fact was that the United 
States now stood committed, with the general endorsement of Con¬ 
gress, to a program of forthright collective security. 

These developments of the closing months of 1943, both at home 
and abroad, ^^•ere generally hailed as la>ing “the foimdations of the 
world ^vhich we shall live in.” They met with almost universal pop¬ 
ular approval. There were of course dissenting voices, but, in sharp 
contrast with the position they had maintained in the da^’s before Pearl 
Harbor, even the isolationists rushed to point out the compelling need 
for America to assume her proper role in organizing peace. Thus Gov¬ 
ernor John Bricker of Ohio decried the past failure of the United 
States to acknowledge the implications of its commanding place in 
w'orld affairs. “Instead of accepting, ^^•ith intelligent self-interest, a de¬ 
gree of responsibility for world events commensurate \vith our rank,” 
he declared, “we have allowed events to control us.” No less emphatic 
on the need for a new approach to foreign policy was Senator Robert 
A. Taft. “We can only assure permanent peace and liberty in this 
country’,” he stated, “by the formation of some kind of association of 
nations to maintain the peace of the world.” 

Public opinion followed the lead of national spokesmen. In the win¬ 
ter of 1943-44, there was every e\’idence that a large majority of the 
people believed that the United States should actively participate in a 
world organization for peace. Moreover there appeared to be Uttle 
difference in attitudes among the various sections of the country. 


The war itself naturaUy held popular attention rather than discus¬ 
sions about peace, however important they might be for the future 
And the immediate concern of the conferences both at Teheran and 
Cairo was much more wth military planning than postsvar org^- 
tion. The meeting at Teheran consolidated the wartime amance 
among the United States, Great Britain, and Soviet Russia; that at 
Cairo sought to strengthen China’s svill to fight by pledgmg the return 

10 Rosenman, H'orking with Roosevelt, P- 413. 

11 Vital Speeches, X (Dec. 15, 19431, 138. 

1 - Ik -,1 Y (Mav 1 19441 4-2; X (June 1, 1944), 492. 

Ibid., X (Ma> 1, lytti, 1 —- ’ country as a whole, /2 

per™.' KiuSrT lS.=, 0-’ '"“f" 

York, 19441, p. 47. 
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of territories seized by Japan and promising her the future status of a 
great power. Everything that was being done was first considered from 
the point of view of ultimate military victory. 

The desperate holding operations in the Pacific before the United 
States was in a position to launch a counterattack against Japan, the 
build-up of national strength to make possible acti\e participation in 
the war against Hitler, the campaigns in North Africa and the Medi¬ 
terranean, the mounting air raids against Genmany, and the prep¬ 
arations for the second front that was finally to take form with 
cross-Channel invasion—these were the great c\-ents of 1942 and 1943. 
All that was being planned in regard to postwar organization would 
have been rendered wholly futile if the forces arrayed against the A.xis 
powers had not been victorious in their great trial at arms. 

Then with 1944 and 1945 came the great advance across the Pacific, 
the westward sweep of the Russian armies, the Allied landings on the 
Normandy coast, the spectacular liberation of France, the final assault 
upon Germany, the steady march up the island ladder toward Japan. 
All this gave substance to the bright dreams of a new world order. 

Against the background of such great events, the State Department, 
with the aid of a bipartisan committee of eight senators, went steadily 
ahead blueprinting the actual charter of a world organization.“ On a 
more immediately practical basis, it also sponsored a series of inter¬ 
national meetings marking a fresh new approach to world affairs, Be¬ 
tween May, 1943, and July, 1944, the United States took part in the 
various conferences that set up the Food and Agricultural Organiza¬ 
tion, the United Nations Relief and Rehabilitation Administration, the 
International Monetary Fund and International Bank for Reconstruc¬ 
tion and Development, and a revived International Labor Organiza¬ 
tion. Here were concrete steps that clearly revealed acceptance of the 
fact that the United States and the other nations of the world were— 
as Churchill had said of Britain and America at the time of the 
destroyer—naval-base deal— somewhat mixed up together in some of 
their affairs.” Moreover they emphasized the importance of economic 
as well as political collaboration in a postwar world that would face 
even more gigantic problems of reconstruction and recovers- than had 
the world of 1919. 

Finally, there was the conference at Dumbarton Oaks, in .August, 

Memoirs of Cordell Hull, II, 1639; The Private Papers of Senator Van- 
denberg, pp. 90 ff. 
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1944, where a specific plan for a United Nations charter was drav>-n 
up by representatives of the United States, Great Britain, So\-iet 
Russia, and China. This plan evolved from long studv and debate. 
Different viewpoints centering upon the concept long held by Roose¬ 
velt of the Four Policemen, as opposed to broader recoEcnition of 
the rights of small nations, had to be reconciled. Special care had to 
be taken to preserve the principle of national sovereignty as contrasted 
with the idea of a superstate. Compromises not entirely satisfactory to 
all elements in this country', to say nothing of the problem of reconcil¬ 
ing the divergent views of other nations, were inevitable. Nevertheless 
the outlines of the proposed charter were approved at Dumbarton 
Oaks. Subject to the further negotiations among the Big Three at the 
Crimean Conference in early 1945, the basis was laid for the new 
world organization that wth both American and Russian participation 
would replace the defunct League of Nations.^® 

The issues involved naturally affected the presidential election of 
1944. In striking contrast to 1920, however, general approval of what 
was being done made it possible to remove the basic question of 
American membership in a world organization from campaign politics. 
After both parties had endorsed international cooperation in their plat¬ 
forms, an understanding was reached between Secretary' Hull, on 
behalf of President Rooses'elt, and John Foster Dulles, acting for Gov¬ 
ernor Dewey, that placed foreign policy on a nonpartisan basis at least 
so far as this major issue was concemed.^^ 

It was too much to e.xpect that any general agreement could silence 
all controversy over America’s postwar role. As the campaign pro¬ 
gressed, Desvey svas to chide Roosev'elt for the isolationist position the 
latter held in the 1930’s, and Roosevelt charged insincerits- in the Re¬ 
publican conversion to internationalism. ‘‘Can anyone really suppose, 
he asked after naming such men as Hamilton Fish, Gerald Nye, and 
Hiram Johnson, “that these isolationists have changed their mmds 
about world affairs?” In answer to the important question of the 
powers to be given to the American representative on the proposed 
Security Council of the United Nations, Dewey tried to hedge. Roose¬ 
velt took advantage of the situation to make a forthright declaration; 
. . to my simpfe mind it is clear that, if the svorld organization is to 


^5 ^femoirs of Cordell Hullj II. 1642—43. Or- 

16 Department of State, Dumbarton Oaks. Documents on International O 

eanization (Washington, 1945). 

1 ^ Memoirs of Cordell Hull, II, 1690 ff. 
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have any reality at all, our American representative must be endo\ved 
in advance by the people themselves, by constitutional means through 
their representatives in the Congress, with authority to act. . . 

Whatever the politics of attack and counterattack, however, the sig¬ 
nificance of the campaign for the nation was the added emphasis 
placed upon the importance of the new course on which the United 
States had embarked. It was still too much to say that isolationism was 
dead. As the ensuing years were to demonstrate, there could be a con¬ 
siderable lag between accepting internationalism in theory and putting 
it in practice. Nevertheless, the countiy appeared to be moving steadily 
ahead in what constituted a sharp reversal of the basic policy it had so 
long followed. 

After Roosevelt’s victory, a dramatic illustration of changing opinion 
was once again pro\’ided by Senator Vandenberg. In a notable speech 
in the Senate on January 10, 1945, he not only reaffirmed his support 
for world organization, but made the startling proposal that the major 
Allies should at once conclude “a hard-and-fast treaty” to guarantee 
the permanent disarmament of the Axis powers. Coming from the 
source it did, this was a revolutionary suggestion. Even more significant 
was Vandenberg’s general expression of the new internationalism: 

I have always been frankly one of those \^ho has believed in our o\s-n self- 
reliance . . . But I do not beUeve that any nation hereafter can immunize 
itself by its own exclusive action . . . Our oceans have ceased to be moats 
which automatically protect our ramparts . . . 

I want maximum American cooperation, consistent svith legitimate .\meri- 
can self-interest, with constitutional process and \sith collateral events which 
warrant it, to make the basic idea of Dumbarton Oaks succeed. I want a new 
dignity and a new authority for international law.^® 

Vandenberg created something of a sensation. The most important 
thmg about his proposal, James B. Reston wrote in The Neii' York 
Times, “was not that Vandenberg made it but that the American 
people responded to it with such enthusiasm.” Walter Lippmann ac¬ 
corded it even greater significance as actually affecting the course of 
events: . . This speech can, if it is understood and appreciated, 

break the vicious circle in which American foreign policy has been 
revolving so ineffectually . . . The immense importance of Senator 

Speeches XI (Nov. 1, 1944), 40-41; Rosenman, Working With 
Roosevelt, pp. 484, 485. s ‘ ‘ 

The Private Papers of Senator Vandenberg, p. 135. 
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Vandenberg’s proposal is that it would end the policy of postponement 
and thus restore American influence in the settlement of Europe.” 

The time of this speech was the eve of Roosevelt’s departure for a 
meeting with Churchill and Stalin at the Crimean resort of Yalta- 
Early in February, the three statesmen and their large staffs foregath¬ 
ered for this most famous of all wartime conferences to complete plans 
for the final assaults upon the -Axis powers, draw up a program for the 
occupation of Germany and for government of the liberated states of 
eastern Europe, and resolve the remaining problems in establishing a 
piostwar world organization. What were considered at the time mu¬ 
tually satisfactory setdements of most of these issues were reached. 
Roosevelt, Churchill, and Stalin agreed upon the occupation zones (in¬ 
cluding one under French control) to be established in Germany, a 
basis for setting up a new pro\-isional government in Poland, free elec¬ 
tions in the other hberated countries, representation for their respective 
governments in the projected world organization, and a compromise 
formula for the use of the veto power in the Security Council. 

-At the same time, Roose\ elt and Stalin reached a secret imderstand- 


ing, with the concurrence of Churchill, that prosided for the enm^ of 
So\-iet Russia into the war against Japan within two or three months 
after the defeat of Germany. In return Stalin was assured of recogni¬ 
tion of the autonomy of Alongolia, transfer to the Soviet Union of the 
Kurile Islands and ihe southern half of Sakhalin, and the recoveiy of 
all those prisileges and special rights that Russia had held in Man¬ 
churia prior to the Russo-Japanese ^Var. Moreover, Roosevelt under¬ 
took to secure the compliance of Generalissimo Chiang Kai-shek, 
uninformed of the results of the negotiations among the Big Three, 


with these territorial cessions to the Soviet Union. 

The A'alta agreements represented as a whole a pragmatic approach 
to issues \^•hose settlement was intimately linked with the further prose¬ 
cution of the war as well as with conditions underhing a future peace 
Neither Germany nor Japan had yet surrendered; the practicahty of 
the atomic bomb was not demonstrated. In the light of given circum¬ 
stances both Roosevelt and Churchill, as weU as their pnncipal ad¬ 
visors, were convinced that these agreements held out great promis 
for future collaboration among the wartime Allies. 


20 Quoted, ibid., pp. 138, 141. 97_34- Edward R. Stettinius, Jr. 

■ 2 ^. A Decade of Amencon ’ pp 295-307; William D 
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There has perhaps been no other international meeting in modem 
times that has aroused such continuing controversy and embittered 
debate as the Yalta Conference. It has become at once a myth and a 
symbol—often far removed from any factual background in the 
American mind. The understandings reached with So\'iet Russia, both 
in respect to the status of the countries of eastern Europe and more 
particularly in regard to settlements in eastern Asia, have been made 
the basis for condemnation of Roosevelt’s entire policy. The critics of 
Yalta—their attitude often intensified by bitter partisanship—have in¬ 
sisted that Roosevelt betrayed the democratic cause by unjustified con¬ 
cessions to Russia that built up and immensely strengthened her 
postwar position. 

It is alwa}"s possible that had Roosevelt taken a stronger stand on 
certain points—as may also be said of ^Vilson’s policy at Paris in 1919 
—solutions more favorable to the western democracies might in some 
instances have been reached. Yet the fact remains that Stalin made 
substantial concessions to the American viewpoint—on occupation 
policies in Germany, the status of the governments in eastern Europe, 
procedures in the world organization—and he forthrightly reaffirmed 
Allied solidarity in both Europe and Asia. If the agreements reached 
at Yalta had been faithfully carried out, including continued Russian 
acceptance of the Nationalist Government in China, there would have 
been a soimd basis for postwar Soviet-American cooperation. More¬ 
over, in the light of existing military dispositions at the time of the 
conference^—the position of the Russian armies in eastern Europe and 
on the borders of Manchuria—Roosevelt did not give anvthing away 
that the United States really had or controlled. He was hardlv in a 
position—and no more was Churchill—to bring decisive pressure on 
Russia for any broader concessions than those that were actually made. 

Over and beyond all such considerations, a further vital factor came 
into play at Yalta. Roosevelt—and Churchill as well—was not only 
very hopeful that mutual concessions had greatly strengthened the 
bonds between the United States, Great Britain, and Soviet Russia; he 
beheved that it was imperative to operate on the premise that this 
was the case and to accept the Russian pledges of cooperation in good 
faith. On this the two western statesmen were in full accord. In later 
years ChurchiU justified his attitude. “Our hopeful assumptions were 
to be falsified,” he wrote in Triumph and Tragedy. “Still, thev were 
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the only ones possible at the time.” '= The tragedy of Yalta did not lie 
in the agreements reached, but in the faUure of Soviet Russia to honor 
her commitments. 

Roosevelt, especially, believed that he was moraUy bound to do 
everything he could to promote understanding if America were to re¬ 
tain the confidence of other nations in her postwar leadership. The 
United States would have to take the responsibility for world collabo¬ 
ration, he declared, or bear the responsibility for another world con¬ 
flict. And Roosevelt did succeed—the parallel with Wilson is again 
apparent—in attaining agreement on the creation of a world organi¬ 
zation for peace. The compromises agreed upon at Yalta over exercise 
of the veto power in such an organization, votes in the assembly, the 
admission of member states—whatever difficulties arose in the future 
over their interpretation—were what made it possible to call the meet¬ 
ing at San Francisco for final action on the plans elaborated at Dum¬ 
barton Oaks. 

“The conference in the Crimea,” Roosevelt stated confidently, and 
his optimism was generally echoed by his American associates, and 
especially by Harry Hopkins, who played such an important role as 
Roosevelt’s special emissary on many visits to Moscow, “was a turning 
point—I hope in our history’ and therefore in the history’ of the 
world.” 

It was the President’s fate not to live to see final establishment of 
the world organization for which he had worked so hard and for which 
he had such high expectations. Nevertheless it was the tribute of Win¬ 
ston Churchill that his leadership had been decisive in bringing the 
United Nations into being. Roosevelt, the Prime Minister of Great 
Britain declared, had “altered decisively and permanently, the social 
axis, the moral axis, of mankind by involving the New World inexo¬ 
rably and irrevocably in the fortunes of the old.” -* 

A first and highly important act of the President’s successor, Harry 
S. Tr um an, was to State that there would be no postponement of exist¬ 
ing plans for the San Francisco Conference because of Roosevelt’s 
death. Moreover Truman refused to give way before the obstructive 
tactics that Soviet Russia soon began to adopt in respect to a number 
of still unresolved questions relating to conference procedures. “Our 


22 Winston S. Churchill, Triumph and Tragedy (Boston, 1953), P- 
23Roseninan, Working With Roosevelt, p. 529; Robert E. Sherwood, Roose- 
veil and Hopkins (New York, 1948), p. 870. 
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agreements ... so far,” he was quoted as sasing at a White House 
meeting, “had been a one-way street ... it was now or never.” 
Truman was no less international-minded than Roosevelt. He \vas no 
less determined to do evei^thing he could to fulfill the nation’s hopes 
and aspirations for the creation of an enduring structure of world 
peace. The San Francisco conference met in April, 1945 and in due 
course carried through the program that led to formation of the 
United Nations.-® 

There was no real danger of either popular or congressional oppo¬ 
sition. This time the way had been prepared; the preliminar-)- work 
was well done. No partisan or sectional alignment opposed .American 
membership in the United Nations. The newspapers, the radio com¬ 
mentators, and other molders of public opinion were almost unanimous 
in favor of the United States playing its full part in this new movement 
for collective security. The polls all showed decisive popular majorities 
following their lead. The Senate quickly fell in line. “Well—the battle 
is over,” Vandenberg wrote happily to his wife after the votes were 
counted, “. . . 89 to 2!” 

In accepting the United Nations, the American people as a whole 
acted in a spirit of easy optimism created by impending victor)- over 
the Axis powers. The entire movement for world organization svas 
predicated upon the assumption that the Grand Alliance of the %var 
would be maintained, and that the major powers—especially the 
United States and Soviet Russia—would be able to work in continued 
harmony in restraining aggression. There was little popular realization 
of the stresses and strains to which collective securitv’ might be subject, 
and the sacrifices that it might entail. A will for peace on the part of 
every great power was taken for granted, once the aggressor nations 
were shorn of their strength. In such a cordial atmosphere, the .Amer¬ 
ican commitment to international cooperation did not conjure up the 

d^gers that had formerly seemed inherent in any political connection 
with the rest of the world. 

Yet there were already signs that the Soviet Union might not be as 
willing to cooperate in peace as in war. Further controvemy had arisen 
over boundaries in eastern Europe, the status of Poland, and other 
issues that were not too promising for the future. E.xperienced ob¬ 
servers were certain that power politics could not be brushed aside in 


Forrestal Diaries (New York, 1941) p 50 
° Foreign Policy, pp. 117-140. 

1 he Private Papers of Senator Vandenberg, p. 218. 



omantic enthusiasm over a new s>-stem of collective security. They 
eared that the stage was being set for new clashes of interest that 
night well precipitate another world crisis. 

The reports of A\ erill Harmnanj ambassador to ^foscow^ strongly 
id\-ised that the outNvard thrust of communism was not dead. His 
vaming in April, 1945, that the United States might well find itself 
acing ideological warfare “as vigorous and dangerous as Fascism or 
Sazism” made a deep impression in informed circles. Secretary of the 
'Jaw Forrestal was among those who were convinced that the United 
states could not afford to place any reliance upon Russia’s peaceful 
ntentions. In urging that the United States maintain its armed forces, 
le declared that “the means to wage war must be in the hands of those 
vho hate ^v•ar.” One of the most prescient statements of this attitude 
vas in a memorandum set down, in May, 1945, by Joseph C. Grew, 
It this time Acting Secretary- of State: 


This ss'ar, so far as the interests of the United States are concerned, will 
lave achies’ed one purpose and one purpose only, namely protection from 
he military’ expansion of Germany and Japan. For that purpose we had to 
ight, for had we not fought, our nation itself would have been in direct 
reril. It ^^•as and is, so far as our o\s-n interests are concerned, purely a war 
)f self-defense, forced upon us. 

But as “a ssm to end wars,’ the war will have been futile, for the result 
sill be merely the transfer of totalitarian dictatorship and power from 
jermany and Japan to Sosiet Russia which \siU constitute in [the] future as 
p'ave a danger to us as did the .Axis.-® 

The pubhc was neither as svell informed nor as realistic in its think¬ 
ing. That the overthrow of Germany and Japan would create power 
vacuums leading almost inevitably to fierce competition betsveen the 
Communist and“ free svorlds tvas scarcely understood. The Amencan 
people still placed their faith in the new order that they beheved 
in the making. As its acknowledged leader, the Umted States w’ould 
be m a position to carry out its great mission of promotmg the unwer- 
sal cause of liberty’ and justice. It was in this hopeful spint that they 
were at long last prepared to reject isolationism and accept the obhga- 
tions and responsibilities of collective security. 

^3 The Forrestal Diaries, pp. 1C)S21 II 1445. 
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CHAPTER 12 


Cold War 


T he position of the United States at the close of the war, as in 
1898 and again in 1918, was one of greater influence in every' 
than had been the case at the opening of hostilities. Moreover a star¬ 
tling new development characterized the world situation of 1945. 
While five nations had nominal status as great powers through their 
membership in the Security Council of the United Nations, only one 
rivaled the immen.se resources and prestige of the United States. After 
more than a century, the prophecy of Alexis de Tocqueville in the 
mid-1830’s appeared to be realized: 

There are at present two great nations in the world, which started from 
different points, but seem to tend towards the same end. I allude to the 
Rusdans and the Americans . . . The principal interest of the flatter] is 
freedom; of the [former], servitude. Their starting point is different and 
thdr courses are not the same; yet each of them seems marked by the ^vill of 
Heaven to sway the destinies of half the globe.^ 

War had served to strengthen rather than weaken America, in sharp 
omtiast to what had befallen almost every power, and the prosperity 
of the postwar years was to confound those observers who had been 
certain of depresaon as a consequence of the shift from a wartime to 
a peacetime economy. The Marxian theory of capitalist collapse 
seemed to have no validity--to the confusion of Soviet planners—as 
Ae United States continued to expand its productive capacity, increase 
employment, and enjoy further phenomenal gains in national income. 

^Akads de Tocqueville, Democracy in America (new edition, 2 vols. 1945) 
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Its fundamental economic structure appeared to be more stable than 
ever before. 


At the same time, the nation’s miHtary strength had been built up 
immeasurably. A Navy superior to the combined fleets of the rest of 
the world dominated the seven seas; the Air Force commanded greater 
striking power than that of any other country; and American overseas 
bases in the general areas of the Atlantic, the Mediterranean, and the 
Pacific rimmed the Eurasian continent which lay under the shadow of 
the vast land forces of So\det Russia. It is true that the great armies 
which had fought their way across western Europe and up the island 
ladder to the shores of Japan were tvithin two years to be precipitately 
reduced from twelve million to only a mfllion and a half men.- This 
weakening of the m ilitary^ forces, however, appeared to be compen¬ 
sated by the incalculable addition to the American armoiy' of the 
atomic bomb. Possession of this terrible engine of destruction gave the 
United States a decisive advantage in the scales of global power in 
war’s immediate aftermath, and continuing responsibilities that were 
without parallel in history'. 

All this raised at once the question of how such power would be 
used, and how it would affect the attitude of a coimtry' that had so 
recently abandoned its traditional isolationism and still lacked the 
poUtical experience and maturity of the older nations. Would the 
United States be swerved from what had always been considered its 
great mission of promoting peace and freedom? Would its ideals be 
subverted by the temptation to exercise its power in self-aggrandize¬ 
ment? 


The potentialities of commanding moral as well as political leader¬ 
ship were impHcit in America’s position. In common wth its Alhes, 
the nation had taken up arms in defense of its security and had fought 
with no other goal than the defeat of fascism and the restoration of a 
peaceful world. It had no thought of territorial gains. In spite of occa¬ 
sional rhapsodizing about the coming “American Century',’’ there was 
no recrudescence of the imperialism that had briefly exercised such a 
beguiling influence after tvar u-ith Spain. On the contrary', there was a 
vi^ interest in the world-wide promotion of freedom and democracy 
in the behef that only in a free tvorld was American freedom secure. 
Wartime policies, indeed, had built up a tremendous “reser%'ou- of 

John C. Campbell, The United States in 
York 1948), pp. 33-36, 457-458. See also Walter MJhs (ed.). The t-orrest 
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good will” upon which wise statesmanship could draw in helping to 
establish the new world order. 

The ordinary difficulties that might have been expected in develop¬ 
ing an effective course of action and working out postwar problems, 
however, were completely overshadowed as Russian intransigency ap¬ 
peared to shatter all hopes for orderly progression toward a peaceful 
world. The American people were hardly prepared for what was in 
store for them. Their tradition and histor)’ had inculcated the idea— 
or the illusion—that America could always have her way in foreign 
policy, and that if any program the United States sponsored fell short 
of complete success, failure was entirely due to lack of foresight, or 
even disloyalty, on the part of those charged with determining policy. 
They did not realize the weight of imponderables in world politics, or 
the necessary dependence on other nations in international coopera¬ 
tion. They failed to appreciate the bitter fact that there were no easy 
solutions to the world problems with which they were faced.® 

In these circumstances, there was a harsh awakening to the realities 
of postwar power politics, to the dangers bom of the deepening chasm 
between democratic and Communist ideology, and to the ironv of 
finding that the promotion of liberty and the pursuit of peace could 
not always be easily reconciled. To bear the immense weight of their 
new international responsibilities was a far sterner task than had been 
envisaged as the bright dream of “One World” gave way to the reality 
of a world even more sharply divided than that of the 1930’s and 
1940’s. 


The hope that wartime cooperation \vith Russia would carr>' over 
into the making of peace had not yet died at the time of the Potsdam 
Conference among the Big Three and the first meetings of the United 
Nations m 1945. It was believed to be entirely feasible to handle what¬ 
ever issues arose in the projected four-power control of an occupied 
Germany by mutual accommodation, and to settle other postivar prob¬ 
lems through the normal processes of diplomatic negotiation. The 
United States was ready to meet the Soxiet Union more than half%vay. 

A highly significant sign of this attitude was the proposal made to¬ 
ward the close of 1945, with the concurrence of Great Britain and 
Canada, to set up some form of international control over the develop¬ 
ment of atomic energy whereby the uses of this source of power could 


s For a stimulating discussion along these lines. 
Limits of Foreign Policy (New York, 19541. 
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be limited to constructive rather than destructive purposes and the 
world freed from the terrifsdng menace of atomic warfare. The United 
States was walling to exchange basic atomic encrg}' information, recog¬ 
nizing that in any event it could not long keep the secret of the bomb, 
if adequate measures of international inspection and control could cri\’e 
assurance that there would be no production of atomic weapons. The 
United Nations would then take over the responsibility of guaranteeing 
that the further development of this new source of power \vould al¬ 
ways be for peaceful ends. 

The specific proposal presented to the United Nations by the .Amer¬ 
ican representative on its Atomic Energ\- Commission. Bernard Baruch, 
provided not only for rigid international inspection, but for the elim¬ 
ination of the veto in cases involving the illegal manufacture of atomic 
bombs. To implement this program, the plan contemplated an Inter¬ 
national Atomic Authority with over-all controls in the entire field of 
atomic energy. The United States expressed its \\illineness both to stop 
the further manufacture of bombs and to destroy e.\isting stockpiles if 
this program were accepted.* 

Although So\det Russia, having agreed to the establishment of the 
Atomic Energy Commission, appeared for a time to be wilhng to accept 
the principles of control advanced by the United States, her unrelent¬ 
ing opposition to any means for their effective enforcement or for 
abolition of the veto in atomic matters soon rendered any hope of 
action illusory. This all-unportant, vital issue, upon whose settlement 
also depended any prospect of limiting conventional armaments or 
creating an international police force, was hopelessly deadlocked. 
Soviet Russia’s membership in the United Nations, it became all too 
clear, did not mean that cooperation in building a peaceful svorld too 
easily assumed at San Francisco. 

On other issues the Communists were also following increasinely 
obstructive policies. Disregarding the promises made at Yalta for free 
and democratic elections in the liberated countries of eastern Europe, 
the Soviet Union gave decisive support to the Communist parties in 
Poland and Hungary, Bulgaria and Rumania; ignoring the agreements 


*See St^e Department, A Report on the International Control of Atomic 
Acheson-Lilienthal Repon'i, Publication 2498 (Washington, 
• Con/ro/ of Atomic Energy, Publication 2702 (Wash- 
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made at Potsdam, it insisted on its own program for reparations and 
effectively blocked plans for treating Germany as an economic unit. It 
refused to withdraw Russian troops from Iran, whose independence 
had been guaranteed at Teheran, and encouraged the infiltration of 
forces from Yugoslavia, Bulgaria, and Albania in support of the Com¬ 
munist guerillas at war against the recognized government in Greece. 
Through action taken by the United Nations, the Russians ultimately 
were constrained to abandon further intervention in the affairs of both 
Iran and Greece, and there were other instances of a reluctant accom¬ 
modation to the views of the western democracies. Nevertheless the 
Soviet Union seemed determined to place every possible roadblock on 
the path to peace, both in the United Nations and in the Council of 
Foreign Ministers.® 

The very fact of predominant American power, as well as certain 
aspects of American postwar policy, may have accounted in part for 
what often seemed to be Soviet intransigence. For the United States 
not only had the atomic bomb, the world’s greatest Navy, and a global 
ring of strategic air bases; in addition, its position in occupied Ger¬ 
many and occupied Japan carried its influence close to Russia’s fron¬ 
tiers. Moreover such actions as the abrupt termination of lend-lease 
aid, and the casual ignoring of the Kremlin’s request for a postwar 
reconstruction loan, were not in Soviet eyes convincing evidence of 
American good will.® As a nation where fear and suspicion are en¬ 
demic, it was not surprising that Russia should feel the need for loyal, 
fnendly nations on her borders, and be determined to keep such nations 
under her influence if not direct control. As time went on, however, 
what might originally have been a defensive position inspired by fear 
seemed to the western world increasingly characterized by imperialist 
ambition. 

The American public was not yet—in 1945-46—very much aroused 
over these developments. Its immediate worries were naturally enough 
demobilization, the reconversion of industry to peacetime production, 
and continuing economic progress. Inflation, the housing shortage, and 
industrial warfare appeared to be much more serious problems than 
the status of Iran, Communist Influences in Greece, or even the lower- 


postwar developments in Europe, see Theodore 
White, Fire in the Ashes (New York, 1954). 
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m of the Iron Curtain in eaitcrn Europr. Their wm ahwzyt 
concern over the control of atomic cnrr|r>. but e%m here the 
seemed optimistic ally corninced that the problem could be toKrd 
While the reaction upon the end of the war was nowhere nearly to 
se\ere as that symbohred a quarter of a century earl»er by Hardmf’i 
desire for a return to normalcy, domestic issues tended to al»c*b pop- 
ular attention. 

As greater stability was attained at home, howeser, increasing attrn* 
tion was paid to the disputes that were being airi-d at the United 
Nations town meeting of the world.” The American people rould not 
escape the unhappy realization that Soviet-American relattoru had 
become the most serious problem of the postwar era. “What n Kuaua 
up to now?" V'andenberc asked as early as February, H*4b, in an im¬ 
portant speech in the Senate: “We ask it in Manchuria. We ask it in 
Eastern Europe and the Dardanelles. We ask it in Italy . . . W> ask 
it in Iran. W'e ask it in Tripolitania. We ask it in the Baltic and the 
Balkans. We ask it in Poland. We ask it in Canada We ask it in Japan 
We ask it sometimes even in connection with events in our own L’ruied 
States. “What is Russia up to now ?” 

He did not despair of ultimate accord, but insisted on a vigorous 
defense of American interests at all times, and the assumption of "a 
moral leadership w hich we have too frequently allowed to lapse." ’ 

In other quarters where the hopes of cooperation had not srt been 
dimmed by the realities of increasing friction, there was a feeline that 
American policy was too rigid. In particular, the followers of Henry 
A. Wallace, who was to break with the Truman administration and 
run as a presidential candidate of the Progressive party in IfHB. urged 
a more conciliatory attitude in dealing with the Soviets. This was al- 
readv a minority view, how ever. Popular pressure was mounting for a 
“get-tough-with-Russia” policy as the only means ol safeguarding the 
interests of the free world.® 

Secretary of Sute Byrnes reflected such influences in the increasingly 
firmer tone which he adopted at the periodic meetings of the CoundJ 
of Foreign Ministers; “If we are to be a great power we must act as a 
great power.” He had res-ived Senator Vandenberg’s earUer suggestk* 
of a four-power treaty to guarantee continued German disarmament 
in an attempt to calm Russian fears that the attitude of the United 


r Tht Privai* Paptrs of Stnator Vandtnbtrg, 247, 24«^ 
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States toward Germany was so lenient as to raise the specter of Ger¬ 
many winning back her old power.® \Vhen the Soviets \vould have none 
of this treaty, Byrnes made a forthright statement on the situation in 
Germany that marked a significant turning point in postwar American 
policy. 

This was the speech summarizing American policy toward Germany 
delivered at Stuttgart on September 6, 1946; the German le\el of in¬ 
dustry should not be so lowered as to prevent the recovery of reason¬ 
able living standards, the purposes of occupation were not a prolonged 
alien dictatorship but the building up of political democracy, and the 
eastern boundaries were to be determined by a peace conference rather 
than by unilateral action on the part of Russia or Poland. The United 
States did not want to see Germany become the pawn in an East-^Vest 
struggle, Byrnes declared, but it was prepared to fulfill its responsibili¬ 
ties as an occupying power for as long as necessars'. He assured Europe 
that this was not the 1920’s: “We are staying here and will furnish 
our proportionate share of security forces.” 

A month later, in a talk before the American Club in Paris, Secre¬ 
tary Byrnes gave a simple and homely e.x'planation of just what .Amer¬ 
ica was trying to do—an explanation that was to have continuing 
validity: “The people of the United States did their best to stay out of 
European wars on the theory that they should mind their own business 
and that they had no business in Europe. It did not work . . . They 
have concluded that if they must help finish every European war, it 
would be better for them to do their part to prevent the starting of an 
European war,” 

As both Soviet and American policy continued to stifTen, the impli¬ 
cations of what was becoming the “cold war” could no longer be 
ignored. Peace treaties were finally concluded with Italy and the Rus¬ 
sian satellites in eastern Europe, but the Council of Foreign Ministers 
made no headway on those with either Austria or Germany. The 
hoped-for cordiality in Soviet-American relations, as the key to inter¬ 
national cooperation, had given way to a grim contest that was at first 
centered on German policy, and then spread gradually to other parts 


Speaking Frankly, pp. 171-174; Private Papers of Senator Vanden- 
offg, pp. 263—264. 
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of the world. The United States took the lead In seeking to mobilize 
and unite the free democracies of western Europe against the constant 
threat of Soviet-inspired Communist expansion. This was both a 



Fitzpatrick in St. Louis Post-Diapatch, March 16. 1947 


Burdens of Empire 

struggle for political power ajid a struggle between opposmg ideologies. 
At stake was not only national security, but, in a broader sense, main¬ 
tenance of that sort of tvorld in tvhich libert)' and democratic pnnciples 

could survive. 
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The American people had not reckoned upon anj'thlng like this 
when they gave up isolationism and pledged their support to collective 
security. Here was a much more perilous involvement than they had 
contemplated. Yet they had to recognize—and did recognize—that 
there coiJd be no withdrawal or retreat. 

It was on March 12, 1947, that President Truman sent to Congress 
that significant message which finally and unequivocally accepted the 
challenge of Soviet expansion and laid the bases for a counterpolicy of 
containment. The Communist satellites were interv’ening more and 
more directly in the internal affairs of Greece, and her Hbertv' and 
independence were gravely jeopardized. The Soviet Union itself was 
exercising direct pressures upon Turkey that seriously threatened that 
country’s freedom of action. At stake was the security of the entire area 
of the eastern Mediterranean, where Great Britain had once wielded 
a decisive influence but no longer had the strength to do so. In these 
circumstances. President Truman specifically asked for authorization 
to extend to Greece and Turkey immediate economic and military aid 
to a total of $400 million. He went beyond this specific request, how¬ 
ever, in outlining what became popularly known as the Truman Doc¬ 
trine: 

One of the primary objectives of the foreign policy of the United States 
is the creation of conditions in which we and other nations will be able to 
work out a way of life free from coercion. 

I believe that it must be the policy of the United States to support free 
peoples who are resisting attempted subjugation by armed minorities or by 
outside pressures. . . . 

The world is not static and the status quo is not sacred. But we cannot 
allow changes in the status quo in violation of the Charter of the United 
Nations by such methods as coercion, or by such subterfuges as political 
infiltration.^ 

Here was a broad and challenging conception of America’s new 
world role, and one which necessarily involved inter\^ention and en¬ 
tanglement on a heretofore unimagined scale. Well over a century 
earlier, pleas for aid to Greece when her struggle for independence was 
threatened by the intervention of the Holy Alliance had inspired John 
Quincy Adams to warn his countrymen not to go abroad ‘'in search of 
monsters to destroy.” There could have been no more telling illustra- 

12.4 Decade of American Foreign Policy, pp. 1253-57. 
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tion of a changed world than Truman’s message. The American people 
were called upon to back up their declared conviction that a threat to 
freedom anwhere was in a very real sense a threat to their own free¬ 
dom. The nation was to embark upon a course w’hich was designed, as 
George F. Kennan wrote in an inspired article gixing the philosophic 
basis for the containment policy, to confront the Russians “with unal¬ 
terable counter-force at every point ^vhere they show signs of encroach¬ 
ing upon the interests of a peaceful and stable world.” 

The Truman Doctrine wus accepted—and the President’s specific 
requests for aid to Greece and Turkey approved^—only after long de¬ 
bate. The new policy was criticized in the first instance for ignoring 
the United Nations, Before the appropriations w'ere granted. Senator 
Vandenberg introduced an amendment making the contemplated 
assistance to Greece and Turkey subject to the United Nations’ rev-iew 
and termination.^^ Other objections were raised on the ground of the 
impracticality of venturing so far afield, and the risks of becoming 
involved in what might develop into direct conflict with Russia in the 
Near East. However reluctant the approval finally given the new pro- 
srram, it was nevertheless decisive. The vote of 287 to 107 in the House 
and 67 to 23 in the Senate constituted a first Hctoiy' for bipartisan 
support of foreign policy in a Congress that since the mid-term elec¬ 
tions of 1946 was controlled by the Republicans^® 

The Truman Doctrine was an important milestone in the develop¬ 
ment of postwar policy. It was also the harbinger of a project for even 
broader and more extensive foreign aid, in this instance limited to 
economic assistance, that w'as soon broached as a means of helping to 
restore the economy of a still prostrate Europe. First suggested by 
Under Secretary of State Acheson on May 8, 1947, and then set forth 
in more explicit terms by Secretary Marshall just a month later, the 
European Recovery Program—or Marshall Plan as it became generally 
tno^vm—had a scope and breadth that were something new m history. 


13 The Kennan article, “The Sources Joliet Conduct,’’ o^maOly^ a^ 
peared anonymously in Foreign Affairs XXV (July, 1947), 5^8-^It « 
^printed in George F. Kennan, American ^ 

1951), pp. 107-124. See also Walter Lippmann, The Cold War. A y 
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From one point of view it was a generous and expansive undertak¬ 
ing to help other people that appealed at once to American idealism. 
It was also good business. So far as the Marshall Plan helped to restore 
the economy of Europe, it broadened the market for American goods 
and would work to the benefit of the economy of the United States. 



Crocodile (Moscow), 1947 
American Motor of the Latest Type 


Still more important, anything that sen'^ed to raise the standard of 
living among the peoples of Europe would operate to block the spread 
of communism and thereby strengthen national security. All in all, the 
Marshall Plan stood out most conspicuously as an unprecedented ex¬ 
pression of enlightened self-interest. 

The United States had already made substantial and generous con- 
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tributlons to European relief and recovery. In the form of loans and 
grants, gifts through private relief organizations, and the shipment of 
goods and suppUes through the United Nations Relief and Rehabili¬ 
tation Admimstration, it had extended to Europe between V-E Day 
and the spring of 1947 assistance totaling more than $11 billion. This 
aid had not proved sufficient, however, to overcome the existing eco¬ 
nomic stagnation. It was becoming increasingly apparent that only a 
broad program of reconstruction for the European nations as a whole 
could ward off the disintegrating forces that were providing such fer¬ 
tile ground for the further growth of communism in Italy, France, and 
other countries. 

Pointing out that human beings, nations, and democratic institutions 
exist within narrow economic margins, Acheson had declared that it 
should be the policy of the United States to do everything it could to 
widen these margins. He believed that in the world as it existed this 
was an American responsibility, not only from humaratarian consider¬ 
ations, but as a guarantee of national peace.^®* Taking up this theme. 
Secretary Marshall was more specific. He urged European aid, not as 
relief that would be no more than a temporary palliative, but as a 
basic contribution to enable Europe to help herself. Let the nations of 
Europe draw up a joint program of economic recovery, submit their 
plans and their needs to the United States, he advised, and American 
assistance would be possible on a practical and realistic basis: 

It is logical that the United States should do whatever it is able to do to 
assist in the return of normal economic health in the world . . . Our policy 
is directed not against any country or doctrine but against hunger, poverty, 
desperation, and chaos. Its purpose should be the revival of a working 
economy in the world so as to permit the emergence of political and social 
conditions in which free institutions can exist.^^ 


The invitation to submit a common program of economic recovery 
did not exclude the Soviet Union, and for a time it was believed that 
Russia would feel obliged to participate. The clear intent of the Mar¬ 
shall Plan to strengthen the forces of the free world against commu¬ 
nism, however, almost inevitably caused the Soviets to refuse to have 
anything to do svith it and to exercise a decisive pressure on the satel¬ 
lite nations of eastern Europe to follow their lead. Even Czechoslovakia 
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was forced to withdraw her original acceptance of the invitation. The 
countries of western Europe, on the contrary, eagerly embraced the 
opportunity offered them. After long months of protracted negotia¬ 
tions, a sixteen-nation group drew up plans for a recovery program 
that, as finally modified by the United States, called for the extension 
of American aid to the over-all total of approximately $17 billion, 
spread over a four-year period.*® 

These proposals were submitted to Congress in December, 1947, 
with an urgent appeal by President Truman for their adoption. They 
were designed to restore Europe’s economy, he stated, and a stable 
Europe was vital to the United States because “it is essential to the 
maintenance of the civilization in which the American way of life b 
rooted.” *® This concept was a far departure from the idea, as once 
expressed by John Dos Passos, that “repudiation of Europe is, after all, 
America’s main excuse for being.” The threat of communism was driv¬ 
ing home a new realization that, whatever their differences, western 
Europe and America had very much the same basic ideals and prin¬ 
ciples. 

In the light of political circumstance, with the Democrats in a mi¬ 
nority in Congress, the attitude of the Republican leaders was cjuite as 
important as that of the Truman administration. Reporting unanimous 
approval of the European aid bill by the Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee, Vandenberg took the lead in urging favorable action: 


The greatest nation on earth either justifies or surrenders its leadership. 
We must choose. There are no blueprints to guarantee results. We arc entirely 
surrounded by calculated risks. I profoundly believe that the pending pro¬ 
gram b the best of these risks. I hax'e no rjuarrel with those svho disagree, 
because we are dealing with imponderables. But I am bound to say to those 
who disagree that they have not escaped to safety by rejecting or subverting 
this plan. They have simply fled to other risks, and I fear greater ones. For 
myself, I can only say that I prefer my choice of responsibilities.*” 


No more severe test could have been presented of the American 
people’s willingness to accept their new international obligations. The 
issue was hotly debated. The opponents of the bill attacked aid on 


A Decade of American Foreign Policy, pp. 128U98. The original Marshall 
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such a scale as an intolerable economic burden, characterized it as un¬ 
justified intervention in European domestic affairs, and declared it was 
an in\itation to new risks and dangers. There was still a fighting mi¬ 
nority that favored American withdrawal from commitments already 
made, rather than the assumption of new ones. Far more general, espe¬ 
cially in the Midwest, was an attitude of cautious skepticism as to this 
particular program’s feasibility. Nevertheless the Marshall P lan at¬ 
tracted growing popular support. Editorial opinion approved it by a 
wdde mar^n; all the major farm organizations, and both the A.F. of 
L. and the C.I.O. went on record as favoring it; and the National 
Association of Manufacturers (wdth a rather ambiguous provision 
against extending aid to any country' which adopted a program of 
socialization) gave it strong endorsement. Such other evidence of 
public opinion as was avaiilable reinforced these indications of the will¬ 
ingness of the American people to accept the sacrifices that the pro¬ 
gram would mean.-^ 

While the issue was still being debated, Soriet Russia provided the 
final incentive for both popular and congressional approval. Early in 
March. 1948, came the dramatic news of a startling coup d’etat estab¬ 
lishing Communist control over Czechoslovakia. The reduction of this 
eastern outpost of democracy to Soviet domination was compelling 
evidence of the danger of still further extension of Russian mfluence 
unless heroic meaisures were taken to stem the Red tide. Before the 
month was over, the MarshaU Plan, as embodied in the Economic 
Cooperation Act of 1948 \rith an initial appropriation of $5.3 billion, 
was accepted by overwhelming votes in both houses of Congress."* 


While the Truman Doctrine and the MarshaU Plan were the most 
important developments in the realm of foreign poUcy in 1947-48, the 
United States found itself engaged on many other fronts. It was con¬ 
cerned with the removal of national barriers to world trade, sought to 
draw the countries of the Western Hemisphere into closer accord, was 
caucvht up in the complex of Middle East problems centering about 
Palitine, and became involved more deeply than ever m the affarn of 
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eastern Asia. There could be no separating the world Into small seg¬ 
ments; global responsibility meant exactly what the phrase stated. 

In some ways the most difficult of these problems invoK ed economic 
readjustment, and the opposition of the Republicans to reductions in 
tariff led to an increasing gap between promise and pertomiance in 
the position taken by the Truman administration. Clongress again ap¬ 
proved the reciprocal trade program, initiated by Roosevelt back in 
1934, but adopted amendments to the existing legislation which seri¬ 
ously limited its effectiveness. American representatives played an im¬ 
portant part in the economic conferences at Geneva and Havana that 
led to creation of the International Trade Organization, but the Sf.nate 
refused to sanction American membership. While the United States, 
that is, accepted in principle a program of world cooperation in reduc¬ 
ing tariffs and promoting commerce, it was not prepared to go very far 
in implementing this program. Yet there was no question, a.s President 
Truman stated, that this country was “the giant of the economic 
world” and that its choice of policy could “lead the nations to eco¬ 
nomic peace ... or plunge them into economic war.” 

Policy in Latin America followed the lines which had led at the close 
of the war to agreement in the Act of Chapultcpcc that an attack upon 
any one of the American states would be considered an attack upon 
them all. The developing friction in the relations between the United 
States and the Argentine had for a time blocked further action to give 
this policy permanent form. In the summer of 1947, however, twentv- 
one nations meeting at Rio de Janeiro signed a treaty that not only 
reaffirmed the position they had taken in the Act of Chapultepec, but 
definitely pledged themselves in the event of any attack to active co¬ 
operation in defense of their common safety.^^ 

This treaty gave a final multilateral sanction to the principles orig¬ 
inally set forth in the Monroe Doctrine, and also provided protection 
against aggression originating in the Western Hemisphere Itself. It in 
effect incorporated guarantees, although limited to this part of the 
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world, that clearly violated the old doctrine of abstention from perma¬ 
nent foreign commitments. The defense of Latin American nations 
from foreign attack, however, had always been implicit in the Monroe 
Doctrine, and not even the most e.\treme isolationists were opposed to 
this further undertaking to uphold the peace of the Americas. Still, it 
was a striking indication of changed attitudes that the more general 
implications of earlier policy should now be so specifically set forth in 
a hard-and-fast treaty which the Senate approved with only one dis¬ 
senting vote. A year later, to carry out the purposes of the treaty, there 
was formally set up the Organization of American States. 

As for affairs in eastern Asia, the war against Japan had brought 
about a tremendous extension of American power and American in¬ 
fluence in the entire Pacific area. While independence was granted the 
Philippines as promised a decade earlier, close ties were continued with 
the island republic, and a ninety-nine-year agreement provided for the 
maintenance of United States military and naval bases.^" Moreover, to 
other American outposts in Hawaii, Guam, and Samoa were added 
the former Japanese-mandated islands in the western Pacific, while 
the United States retained exclusive control over the Ryukyus and the 
Bonin Islands. The mandated islands w'ere officially designated as a 
strategic area trusteeship under the jurisdiction of the United Nations, 
and legally Japan held a “residual sovereignty” over the Rs-uk^ois.^® 
Nevertheless the authority of the United States was absolute in its 
capacity as guardian of the security of the Pacific. What Secretary 
Acheson would call “our defensive perimeter” now stretched from the 
Aleutians to Japan, then turned southward pivoting on the bastion of 
Okinawa, and reached down to the shores of the Philippines.-' 

Far Eastern developments were soon to prove as threatening to 
American interests as those in Europe. This danger was not fully ap¬ 
parent, however, in the first postwar years. Because the United States 
had a virtually free hand in carr>'ing out its reconstruction program, 
the occupation of Japan did not give rise to any such difficulties as the 
occupation of Germany. If the situation in Korea, where separate 
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zones of Russian and Amencan occupation were divided by the 38th 
paraUel, did not promise too well for the creation of a united and in¬ 
dependent count!.-, military- conflict here was certainly not anticipated 
m the first postwar years. Although the perennial problem of China 
was intensified by incipient cml war, and mounting indications that 
control of that vast country- might fall into Communist hands, the fate¬ 
ful consequences of Nationalist weakness were still not fully e.xposed. 

It will be necessaiy- to return to developments in eastern Asia. In the 
meantime, Europe continued to hold the major attention of both the 
American Government and the American people. 


The extension of aid to western Europe through the Economic Co¬ 
operation Administration got off to an immediately successful start. 
This program had a tremendous psychological impact, over and above 
the material relief it afforded, in arousin? new hopes for European 
recovery. It was largely responsible for presenting Italy—perhaps 
France—from being swept into the Communist camp in the 1948 
elections in those two countries. Yet at the same time, and in pan be¬ 
cause of the very success of the Marshall Plan, the conflict between 
Soviet Russia and the western democracies grew increasingly tense. 

Its focus remained Germany. The collapse of all efforts to bring 
about economic or political union between the eastern and western 
occupation areas had finally led the United States, Great Britain, and 
France, in February-, 1948, to merge their zones and set up a joint 
administration in West Germany. The Sos-iets retaliated by tightening 
their hold on East Germany and attempting to drive the western Allies 
out of Berlin. When the Russians established a blockade of that cit>- 
in June, however, the western powers responded with a dramatic 
counterstroke. Acting upon the advice of the American mihtaiy- com¬ 
mander, General Lucius Clay, who declared that retreat would be dis¬ 
astrous, they provided an “air lift” to sustain their position. Throwing 
hundreds of planes into the operation, they maintained during the 
w-inter of 1948-49 a highly successful transport sendee that presided 
Berliners—for a time at the rate of 4,000 tons daily—ssath the food, 
coal, and other essentials that enabled them to withstand all the ngors 
of their enforced isolation.^® 

The situation was for a time highly critical. American militan- 
leaders in Washington repeatedly and gravely discussed the possibility 

28 See Lucius Clay, Decision in Germany (New York, 1950). 
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of war and the question of using the atomic bomb should hostilities 
break out. Withdrawal from Berlin, however, was never really consid¬ 
ered. At one top-level conference where the suggestion was made, it 
is recorded in The Forrestal Diaries, President Truman interrupted 
and emphatically stated that “there was no discussion on that point, 
we are going to stay, period.” He was determined to demonstrate 
beyond misunderstanding that the United States was not to be intim¬ 
idated, and that there would be no retreat from its established policy 
to combat Soviet aggression ans^vhere. In the face of this indisputable 
evidence of the American intention to stand firm, and the almost in¬ 
credible feats performed by the air lift, Russia capitulated. In April, 
1949, the blockade of Berlin was raised. A bold and decisive policy had 
achieved a vitally important success. 

The belief was nevertheless growing during this same period that 
the economic aid rendered through the Marshall Plan could not guar¬ 
antee the ability of western Europe to protect itself from asrgression. 
The Economic Recovery Program had brought about substantial im¬ 
provement. Expenditures of some $6 billion by the United States and 
$4.3 billion by the participating countries resulted before the close of 
1949 in an increase of approximately 25 per cent in western Europe’s 
total production of goods and services, and of some 57 per cent in 
its production of bread grains. Still, something had to be done to 
strengthen mihtary as well as economic defenses. The times seemed to 
call for more concrete evidence of American interest in buildine up 
continental security. In such circumstances there gradually took shape 
a project that was to lead the United States into the most entangling 
of alliances. 

Early in 1948, American public opinion was already swinging toward 
the idea of a possible mihtary pact between the United States"and the 
MarshaU Plan countries. About the same time, the National Securitv- 
Coimcil began to discuss some form of association with the Western 
Umon that had just been organized, at Brussels, by the European 
nations themselves.®® Then in June, Senator Vandenberg introduced 
and the Senate adopted a resolution advocating the negotiation within 
the framework of the United Nations charter of further regional agree- 
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ments for collective self-defense along the lines of the Treats- of Rio 
de Janeiro.®^ ^ 

Orily ten years earlier Franklin D. Roosevelt had felt oblieed to 
repudiate his alleged statement that America’s frontier was along the 
Rhine. His countr>-men were beginning to realize that it might Ue 
along the Elbe. Buoyed up by such indications of both public and con¬ 
gressional support, the Secretary of State opened the negotiations that 
led to the North Atlantic Treaty. 

The presidential election of 1948 intervened between the beginning 
and the conclusion of these negotiations. However, the bipartisan ap¬ 
proach to foreign policy in Europe succeeded in keeping the treaty 
issue generally out of politics, Thomas E. Dewey, the Republican can¬ 
didate, refrained from attacking at least this phase of Democratic piol- 
icy.®2 When Truman was so surprisingly re-elected, he felt that his hand 
had been greatly strengthened. He was prepared to drive ahead with 
the further extension of European aid, proposed “a bold new pro¬ 
gram” to make the benefits of American scientific progress available 
for the improvement of the undeveloped parts of the world, and aeain 
called for close cooperation with the United Nations. In his Inaugural 
Address in January, 1949, however, he stressed most heavily among 
the major objectives of American foreign policy, the association of the 
free nations of the North Atlantic area in a “collective defense agree¬ 
ment.” 

Dean Acheson, the new Secretary of State, now proceeded to com¬ 
plete the pact negotiations with the European countries, in constant 
consultation with the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, and 
the new treaty was submitted to the Senate on April 12, 1949. It 
closely paralleled the Rio de Janeiro Treaty. In accepting the thesis 
that an attack on any one of them was an attack against them all, each 
of the tw-elve signatories pledged such action as it might deem neces¬ 
sary, including the use of armed force, to restore and maintain the 
security of the North Atlantic area.®^ 


31.4 Decade of American Foreign Policy, p. 197; Private Papers of Senator 

United States in World Affairs, 1948^9 (New 

81st Congress, 1st Session, Inaugural Address of 

^TsTLlrd7ofIr^eZTnForllgn Policy, pp. 1328-31 1356^4 The oririn^l 
rienaVories were Beleium, Canada, Denmark, France, Iceland, Italy Luxem- 
ffg t?e N^therland's, N;rway, Portugal, the United Kmgdom and the UnUed 

States. 
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Here nearly Vialf a century later was the concrete embodiment of 
that proposal to “fortify the Atlantic system beyond attack” which 
Theodore Roosevelt had viewed sympathetically as a means to prevent 
any a^ressor nation from winning domination of Europe. Here was 
the incorporation of the ideas that Woodrow Wilson had sought to 
implement after the First World War when he concluded his abortive 



Beprinted from BHcyclopeaia of American Biatory, Ed. Bichard B. Morris 


security pact with France. What had proved impossible in earlier years 
because the American people had such deep-seated prejudices and 
fears, because they were so stubbornly opposed to any entangling alli¬ 
ance, the menace of Communist aggression had finally brought ^thin 
the realm of practicality. The experience of two world wars and the 
devastating potential of atomic warfare appeared to have persuaded 
the nation of two things: the only hope of restraining aggression was 
to have the a^ressor unmistakably know in advance where the United 
State stood; and should war stiU come, the greatest promise of na- 
safety lay in having allies among the free and democratic nations 
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This further and most decisive departure from traditional isolation¬ 
ism was to cause wider discussion and debate than membership in the 
United Nations, the Truman Doctrine, or the Marshall Plan. Senator 
Vandenberg joined President Truman and Secretar>' Acheson in urg¬ 
ing the treats’s prompt ratification.” The opposition in Congress cen¬ 
tered in a small group of senators, of whom the most conspicuous was 
Taft. Their attitude svas not isolationist in the sense that Borah, La 
FoUette, and Hiram Johnson had been isolationists in their stubborn 
refusal to accept any commitment whatsoever for American action in 
world affairs. “Only an idiot would be an isolationist today,” Taft once 
exclaimed indignantly.^® In attacking the North Atlantic Treaty, how¬ 
ever, this group reflected the old obsession against all alliances. Its 
members remained fearful that the United States would carry its com¬ 
mitments too far and let itself become too deeply involved in protect¬ 
ing other countries. They were most strongly opposed to making any 
pledges for sending American troops to Europe. 

In his defense of the treaty. Secretary Acheson emphasized the grave 
danger of relying upon independent action to uphold world peace, and 
the vital importance of forestalling any such situation as that which 
had led to American involvement in the First and Second World 
Wars: 


That experience has taught us that the control of Europe by a single 
^ggj’gssive unfriendly power would constitute an intolerable threat to the 
national security of the United States ... It is a simple fact, proved by 
experience, that an outside attack on one member of this community is an 
attack on all members. 

We have also learned that if the free nations do not stand together they 
will fall one by one.^^^ 


The Senate finally approved the North Atlantic Treaty on July 21, 
1949, by a vote of 82 to 13. But nomthstanding the sweeping majority 
in its favor, discussion went on over the fundamental issues the treaty 
raised. EspeciaUv \vas there continuing and often vehement contro¬ 
versy over the military assistance the United States was caUed upon to 
proHde its North Atlantic partners. Opposition to the administration’s 
requests for funds represented in some instances a conservative but 


35 Ibid pp. 1332-56; Private Papers of Sermior 

36 Quoted Richard P. Stebbins, The VnUed States m World Affcurs, 1950 

(New York, 1951), p. 412. 

37 Acheson, Pattern of Responsibility, p. bl. 



sincere apprehension over the effect on the national economy of the 
continued drain on American resources. On occasion, it \va5 little more 
than partisanship and political irresponsibility'. Always it \\'as strength¬ 
ened by that persisting fear of entanglement that periodically ilared up 
from the traditions of the past. For all such debate and discuvdnn. 
however, ratification of the North Atlantic Treaty was a decisi\ c com¬ 
mitment to collective security that the nation as a whole emphaticallv 
endorsed. The action taken by the Senate was justiliably hailed by 
President Truman as not the decision of the few, but a result of "the 
collective judgment of the people.” 

Quoted in Richard P. Stebbins, The United States in World A'Jairs, 1949 
(New York, 1950), p. 28. 



CHAPTER 13 


Broadening Tension 


P opular acceptance of the North Atlantic Treaty reflected a gen¬ 
eral feeling that the threat of Communist imperialism represented 
one of the gravest dangers ever to confront the United States. Whether 
this Nvas indeed the ultimate crisis that it sometimes appeared to be, 
only the perspective of time could tell. But as the cold war became 
steadily intensified in Europe and eastern Asia, and then suddenly 
erupted into open and bloody conflict in Korea and Indo-China, the 
alliance of the free rvorld seemed to falter. The United States doubted 
its Allies; its Alhes doubted the United States. 

The American people had definitely accepted through membership 
in the United Nations and the North Atlantic Treaty Organization the 
proposition that in an atomic age there was no alternative to binding 
political ties with other countries. Yet they still hoped that this would 
not mean entangling too deeply their peace and prosperity in the toils 
of European ambition, rivalship, interest, humor, or caprice. They 
had been led to think in terms of an effective world organization that 
\vould do away ^'.ith power politics and spheres of influence. Even 
when these expectations were disappointed, they envisaged alliance 
with a united western Europe and the subsiding of contmental rivalries 
under the necessity of preserving a common front against a common 


enemv. 

It was soon found, however, that cooperaaon even m western 
Europe was not so easily achieved. Ageutld fears and rivaMes were not 
nuicklv foreotten. Historic ambitions could still hamper the consoh a 
L of the forces of freedom. The United States was to become m- 
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volved in spite of Itself in the perennial conflict between France and 
Germany, the issues in dispute between Italy and Yugosla\-ia, the role 
of Spain, the independence movements in North Africa and the Middle 
East, and the interplay of conflicting nationalist and colonial rivalries 
in Indo-China and other parts of southeastern Asia. 

Trying to hold the alhance of the western world together under 
these circumstances, the United States felt obliged to make concessions 
to the viewpoints of the European powers that sometimes could not be 
reconciled with the old American tradition of ssanpathy and encour¬ 
agement for subject peoples struggling for self-government. It tempo¬ 
rized with colonialism. Expediency rather than firm adherence to 
principle too often appeared to govern the policy of the “great exem¬ 
plar of liberty.” Granted that there was no easy way to reconcile the 
immediate, pragmatic needs of world security and the broader, more 
idealistic goals of universal freedom, the question remained whether a 
peace which sacrificed or endangered the basic values of liberty and 
justice was worth while; indeed, whether even as peace it was not 
illusory.^ 

A consequence of the compromises this situation imposed on Amer¬ 
ican policy was a gradual shrinkage—especially in Asia—of that “res¬ 
ervoir of good will” that had been built up during the war. The moral 
basis of American leadership was disputed in many parts of the world 
that still had no sympathy with communism. Moreover, European re¬ 
cipients of American aid inevitably rebelled against the dependence 
that their need for this assistance imposed, strongly resenting such 
pressures as were brought to bear on either their domestic or foreign 
policies. The dominance that the United States exercised as a result of 
its tremendous economic and militar>’ power svas not alsvays conducive 
to complete confidence in America’s ultimate aims. 

At the beginning of 1950, Europe was still a major preoccupation. 
The need for further appropriations for the economic recovery pro¬ 
gram and for military aid brought Secretaiy Acheson constantly be¬ 
fore congressional committees to justify and defend eveiv step in the 
development of this phase of foreign policy. This ss'as a nesv postwar 
development. For if the direction of policy remained a prerogative of 
the executive branch of government, ssith treaties subject to senatorial 
approval, the expenditure of the huge sums involved in foreign assist- 

iPor general discussion, see Charles B. Marshall, The Limits of Foreien 
Polnry (New York, 1954). ® 
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ance called for legislation on the part of both houses of Congress. And 

this in turn demanded popular support all along the way to assure 
favorable action. 


Congress, the newspapers, and public commentaton continually de¬ 
bated the effectiveness of American policy. The immense burden of the 
economic and military aid programs, with high ta.xes still providing 
insufficient revenue to balance a tremendously expanded budget, built 
up a powerful opposition to what was considered by many people to 
be an unwarranted overextension of overseas commitments. Yet there 
was no abatement of the constant pressure being exercised by Soviet 
Russia. In spite of the fears of those who felt the United States was 
taking on too much of a task, the more international-minded proposed 
still more extensive foreign assistance. 

They urged that, beyond aid to Europe, greater attention should be 
paid to “Point Four” of the Truman Inaugural Address, the bold new 
program advocating the expansion of technical assistance and capital 
Investment in the undeveloped regions of the world. In support of a 
bill to implement this program. Secretary of State Acheson declared 
that it was in essence a \'ital security measure. Economic well-bemg 
throughout the world was the best possible safeguard against the fur¬ 
ther spread of communism. Anything that helped to bolster the econ¬ 
omy of Latin America, the Middle East, Africa, and southeastern Asia 
—as well as Europe—was of direct benefit to the United States." 

The European Recovery Program, now moving into its final phase, 
certainly seemed to demonstrate the potentialities of economic assist¬ 
ance. The “dollar gap” between the European nations and the United 
States w'as narrowing in 1950, and industrial production on the Con¬ 
tinent was continuing to gain substantial headw'ay. The movement for 
closer economic integration w'as also being steadily advanced through 
the European PaNTnents Union, the Schuman Plan for the pooling of 
western Europe’s iron and coal resources, and the Organization for 
European Economic Cooperation.® At the same time, military coordi¬ 
nation was being promoted through the North Atlantic Treaty Organ¬ 
ization. and plans were under way for an integrated defensive force to 


2 State Department, Strengthening the Forces of Freedom: Selected 

and Statements of Secretary of State Acheson (Washington, 1950), pp. 68-/^. 
On this general program, see State Department, Point Four: Cooperative Pro- 
gram of Aid for the Development of Economically Undeveloped Areas, Eco¬ 
nomic Cooperation Series, 24 (Washington, 1950). /Npw York 

3 Richard P. Stebbins, The United States in World 
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be made up of separate divisions from its member nations. Western 
Europe was moving into a progressively stronger position to resist 
Communist infiltration or Communist attack. 

The objective of the “total diplomac)'” of the United States, Ache- 
son stated in reviewing these progressive developments, was the con¬ 
tinued building up of such “situations of strength”—military and 
economic—as would serve to give pause to Soviet imperialism. He in¬ 
sisted that it was “in the carrying out of such a policy . . . however 
long it takes and whatever it requires of us, that the frustration of the 
Kremlin’s design for world dominion lies.” ^ 

Acheson’s appeals for the necessary appropriations to carr)’ through 
this program inevitably met stiff resistance. The bipartisanship that 
had supported the original acceptance of overseas commitments ap¬ 
peared to be breaking down in 1950; political factors sometimes played 
a greater part in congressional debate than national interest. Neverthe¬ 
less the over-all policy was maintained. While the original requests of 
the administration for military and economic aid were almost inv'ar- 
iably pared, Congress gave approval to substantially what the Presi¬ 
dent and his Secretary of State proposed. 

The country as a whole endorsed what was being done and accepted 
the premise that western Europe had to be supported as the first line 
of American defense. It went along with the necessar)’ appropriations 
and taxes. Popular approval of this foreign policy, in fact, appeared 
to be so widespread that a Senate committee reported, in September, 
1950, that the State Department might have “underestimated the will¬ 
ingness of the American people to accept the burdens that go wdth 
the position of leadership in the free world.” ® 

Europe, however, was not the only region where the United States 
found itself dangerously involved in combating the menace of Com¬ 
munist aggression. Events in eastern Asia led to a series of crises that 
in mid-century underscored even more urgently than developments in 
Europe the perils of the global conflict in which the free world was 
The dramatic rise to power of the Chinese Communists, w’ho 
swept their Nationalist foes from the mainland and then intervened in 

^McGeorge Bundy (ed.). The Pattern of Responsibility—From the Record 
of Secretary of State Dean Acheson (Boston, 1952), pp. 24, 30; State Depart¬ 
ment, Strengthening the Forces of Freedom, p. 77. 

^ Report 2501, 81st Congress, 2nd Session (Washington, 1950), pp. 
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e tense situations that developed m Korea and Indo-China, tended 
o counterbalance, if not more than counterbalance, the gains that 
the forces arrayed against communism were scoring in Europe and 
other parts of the world. ^ 

At the close of the war, American Far Eastern policy—apart from 
the occupation of Japan and southern Korea-was primarily directed 
toward ensunng the creation of a free, unified, democratic China 
which could take her place, as had been planned at the Cairo Confer¬ 
ence of 1943, among the great powers des’oted to maintaining world 
peace. The danger that the long-smoldering conflict between Chinese 
Communists and Nationalists might break out into open war was rec¬ 
ognized. But President Truman hoped that American influence could 
somehoiv be e.xerted to avert such strife and bring about an accord 
that ivould make possible the formation of a reconstituted government 
in which all Chinese political factions would be represented. Should 
such a government be formed and enact the agrarian and other re¬ 


forms demanded by the Chinese people, the .American policy makers 
believed that the age-old problem of the status of China would finally 
be resolved. 

To carr)’ out such a program. President Truman appointed a special 
mission to China at the close of 1945 under the leadership of General 
George C. Manhall, wartime Chief of Staff and subsequent Secretary 
of State, The mission was instructed to try to bring about a truce be¬ 
tween the Communists and the Nationalists and to urge the creation 
of a coalition government that would include, as ivell as Nationalists 
and Communists, representatives of the liberal, democratic elements in 
China. .4 temporary' truce \vas effected, but soon broke down. For the 
Marshall mission never had any real chance of success. Neither the 
Nationalists nor the Communists were prepared to make the conces¬ 
sions that misht ha\e averted cinl war; the democratic elements that 


might conceivably have serv^ed as a balance wheel in any coalition 
were unorganized and helpless. When fighting again broke out in 
March, 1946, the Manhall mission could do nothing, and after several 
months of fruitless acti%'ity' gave up its task. The ch'il war that the 
United States had hoped to prevent w’as resumed with fresh fury.® 

In these new circumstances, the Truman administration felt it had 


no alternative other than to stand aside and “let the dust settle. It 

® The backeround for developments in China has been ably examined in 
Herbert Feis.'T/i^ China Tangle: The American Effort in China from Pearl 
Harbor to the Marshall Mission (Princeton, 1953). 
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continued to recognize the Nationalist regime of Chiang Kai-shek, 
even extending financial aid that by 1950 totaled some $2 billion, 
but nevertheless abstained from any more direct intersention in the 
civil strife. Counsels were very much divided within administration 
circles on the wisdom of this policy. The predominant opinion among 
the Far Eastern experts in the State Department, ho%\'ever, was that 
any other program would be disastrous for American interests. 

The advocates of nonintervention took the stand that the United 
States could not afford to support the Nationalists. Their attitude was 
based on the belief that the failure of Chiang Kai-shek to refonn his 
government along democratic lines or to carry out other promised re¬ 
forms had largely alienated the Chinese people, and that under such 
circumstances the Communists, with a program broadly appealing to 
the masses, were the only political force capable of uniting the countrs'. 
Some proponents of these views were further convinced that the Com¬ 
munist movement in China was largely indigenous and consequentlv 
unlikely to fall under Soviet domination. 

Critics of the policies of the Truman administration bas e violently 
attacked this interpretation of the relations between the Chinese Com¬ 
munists and the Russian Communists. They have charged that it was 
not only wholly false, but inspired by Communist ssmpathizers within 
the State Department." Nevertheless the fact that in subsequent \ears 
Moscow and Peiping have drawn closer and closer together does not 
prove that in 1945-46 there were such incontrovertibly binding ties. 

In any case, there is no evidence that the opinion of Far Eastern 
experts on the futility and danger of intervening more actively in 
China’s civil war was based upon any other consideration than loyal 
support of what they believed to be the best interests of the United 
States. It was all too easy in later years, with the advantages of hind¬ 
sight, to condemn the China policy of this period, yet even after the 
event there was no clear indication of how the situation could have 
been saved, if indeed it could have been, by anything short of all-out 
American intervention at the risk of precipitating another world con¬ 
flict. 

As the avil war went on, the Nationalists were unable to withstand 
the steady advance of the Communists. Desertions from their own 
ranks greatly weakened their power to offer any effective resistance 
Soon the forces under Chiang Kai-shek were everywhere in full re- 

^Stebbins, The United States in World Affairs, 1950, pp. 51-52. 
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reat, and by the close of 1949 were driven from the mainland to take 
refuge in Formosa, where the Generalissimo set up the seat of the 
Nationahst Government. By this time, it was abundantly clear that 
Soviet Russia was actively supporting Communist China, in spite of 
her 1945 treaty of friendship with the Nationalists, and the close ties 
that had now developed between the governments m Peiping and 
Moscow took on an increasingly unhappy significance. Communist 
impenalism was on the march in Asia. The defection of China from 
the free world, for this was w'hat had happened whatever misrht be 
said about the undemocratic character of the government of Chiang 
Kai-shek, almost overnight upset the postwar balance of Far Eastern 
pow'er. 


The Truman administration, in which Dean Acheson had now re¬ 
placed General Marshall as Secretary of State, continued to msist 
upon a noninterventionist policy. In mid-March, 1949, the State De¬ 
partment blocked a move sponsored by fifty senators for extending an 
additional $1.5 billion aid to the Chinese Nationalists on the ground 
that any such program would “embark this Government on an under¬ 
taking the eventual cost of which would almost surely be cata¬ 
strophic.” ® But the policy makers had no other plan to cope with the 
rapidly deteriorating situation. In a White Paper issued in August, the 
State Department justifiably denied that anything could have been 
done to prevent the Communist victory—“the ominous result of the 
civil war in China was beyond the control of the government of the 
United States”—and acknowledged a complete impasse in trying to 
cope with this dangerous setback for the free world.® 

The administration point of view was candidly expressed in testi¬ 
mony given in 1949 by General Bradley, chairman of the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff, on military assistance to Europe: 


If the whole continent of Asia came under the influence of the Soviets we 
think it w'ould be a great loss, of course. We are dependent on that area for 
considerable amounts of materials. However, w-e believe that Europe is more 
important from an industrial capacity standpoint than Asia. Furthermore 
there is, we believe, an effective way that you can render assistance to 
Europe, but no immediately apparent effective way that you can render 
assistance to Asia.^® 


8 Quoted in John C. Campbell, The United States in World Affairs, 1948- 

1949 (New York, 1950), p. 285. „ r • vi, rhinn With Stecial 

9 Department of Sute, United States Relatwns w,th China mth Spe^ 

Reference to the Period 1944^9. Far Eastern Senes 30 (^n^on 

10 Military Assistance Program: Joint Hearings (Washington, 1949), cit 



BROADENING TENSION 


253 


Criticism of this realistic—but to the Asia Firsters seemingly defeat¬ 
ist attitude—^mounted, with outraged attacks on Truman and Acheson. 
The whole issue became inextricably entangled in partisan contro¬ 
versy, and there was once again apparent that curious dichotomy in the 
Republican attitude between isolationism in respect to Europe and 
interventionism in Asia. Many of the most severe critics of the Mar¬ 
shall Plan and the North Atlantic Treaty became the most enthusiastic 
advocates of economic and even militar\- aid for the Chinese National¬ 
ists. There had never been any really consistent effort to develop a 
bipartisan policy in China,” and many Republicans consequently felt 
free to place the entire blame for the debacle in eastern Asia on the 
Democrats. They declared the Communist victory in that part of the 
world to be wholly due to the Truman administration’s shortsighted¬ 
ness, vacillation, and ineptitude. 

Such pohtical leaders as Senators ^Villiam F. Knowland of Cali¬ 
fornia, Henry Styles Bridges of New Hampshire, Patrick A. McCarran 
of Nevada, and Representative \V’alter H. Judd of Minnesota often 
went to unconscionable extremes in their attacks upon the China pol¬ 
icy. Insinuating if not directly sasing that Secretary’ Acheson was fol¬ 
lowing a “soft polic/’ toward communism in Asia, they reiterated the 
charge that leftist influences in the State Department were responsible 
for his letting Chiang Kai-shek down and opening the way to the 
Chinese Communists’ vdctory'. Even Senator Taft followed this line 
and vigorously attacked the “pro-Communist policy of the Far Eastern 
Division of the State Department.” The American “betrayal” of the 
Nationalists, he wrote in 1951, was owing to the influence of this group 
and to Secretary Acheson’s strong prejudice against doing anything to 
help Chiang Kai-shek.^^ 

Into this bitter fray there rushed Senator Joseph R. McCarthy of 
Wisconsin, with easily apparent political motivation, and the country 
was soon shocked and alarmed by his sensational charges. He declared 
that the State Department was “thoroughly infested” with Commu¬ 
nists; spoke of “the unusual affinity for Communist causes” of the de¬ 
partment s chief trouble shooter, Ambassador Philip C. Jessup; and 
characterized Owen Lattimore, one-time department consultant, as 

in Richard P. Stebbins, The United States in World Affairs, 1949 (New York, 
1950), p. 105. 

” Arthur H. Vandenberg, Jr., and J. A. Morris (eds.), The Private Papers 
of Senator Vandenberg (Boston, 1952), pp. 519, 527. 

12 Stebbins, The United States in World Affairs, 1949, p. 56; Roben A. Taft 
A Foreign Policy for Americans (New York, 1951), p. 108. 
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being both the chief architect of Far Eastern policy and a top Soviet 
espionage agent.^^ 

The earlier comiction of Alger Hiss, a high oEBcial in the State 
Department, on charges of perjury connected with alleged Communist 
action- and espionage, and_ other highly publicized disclosures of occa¬ 
sional Communist mfiltration in government agencies made by the 
House Un-American Acti\ities Committee, helped to create an atmos¬ 
phere of suspicion and distrust on %vhich Senator McCarthy throve. 
He took the lead in a \iolent anti-Communist campaign based on the 
thesis that the overwhelming danger confronting the United States 
\s-as not so much communism abroad as communism, disloyalty, and 
treason at home. 

The ^IcCarthy techmque was to gain headlines and publicity 
through siveeping accusations with which the denials could never quite 
catch up, to imply subversive actisity through innuendo and indirect 
smears, to dwell upon guilt by association, and to make other blanket 
and unsubstantiated charges. The impact of what became known as 
“McCarth\ism” heightened the fears, suspicions, and distrust from 
^\■hich it drew its strength. It endangered the basic freedoms that were 
the foundation of democracy and seriously imdermined morale in all 
government agencies. WTien McCarthy moved on to active interfer¬ 
ence idth State Department policies, attacking the Voice of America 
and insisting on the removal of certain suspect books from the libraries 
maintained abroad as part of the United States Information Program, 
the consequences were highly demoralizing both at home and overseas. 
His actiUues sowed dissension among the American people, and be¬ 
tween the United States and its allies. 

The phenomenon of McCarthyism was far more significant than 
Senator McCarthy himself in spite of his headline-catching skill and 
incessant drive for pohtical poiver. For the support that his anti- 
Communist campaign attracted, in spite of its CNnical disregard of civil 
hberties and of truth, would not have been possible e.xcept in an atmos¬ 
phere of fear. Faced with the very real menace of Commumst im- 
periahsm, the pubhc seemed swept along by a wave of hs'steria, 
conjuring up greatly magnified dangers within the country' that denied 
the common sense and the basic lo)-alties of the Amencan people. 
In embracing McCarthyism, too many Americans appeared to hai'e 

13 Stebbins, The United States in World Affairs, 1950, pp. 56-57. 
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forgotten that a major citadel of their defense was the maintenance of 
their own liberties.^^ 

The full consequences of McCarthpsm in undermining morale were 
not yet apparent in 1950. Nevertheless the charges of Communist in¬ 
filtration in the State Department could not be ignored. Secretarv- 
Acheson emphatically denied any subversion or disloyalts' among his 
associates, but he was placed on the defensive. And when he contin¬ 
ued to oppose any definite commitment for American defense of For¬ 
mosa, should the Chinese Communists attack this last stronghold of 
the Nationalists, the attacks on him were redoubled. His leadership in 
the over-all anti-Communist policies of the Truman administration 
was forgotten as Formosa became an all-important political issue, S)Tn- 
bolmng for the Asia Firsters a test of State Department loyalties. 

Soon Acheson’s critics became even more aroused over the stand he 
might take toward recognition of Communist China and its admission 
to the United Nations. Great Britain had already recognized the go\ - 
emment set up at Peiping by Mao Tse-timg, the Communist leader. 
Soviet Russia was insisting on its right to the seat held by the Nation¬ 
alists in the Security Council and other nations also viewed this pro¬ 
posal sympathetically. But the Asia Firsters, and Republicans generally, 
expressed the most vehement opposition to any dealings whatsoe\ er 
with the Chinese Communists—either their recognition by the United 
States or their admission to the UN.^® 

These attacks and charges, which had considerable popular backine. 
importantly aflfected the further determination of policy. ^Vhate\er 
may have been its projected plans, the Truman administration now 
withheld recognition from the Chinese Communists, and took a strong 
stand against the Soviet Union’s efforts to secure their entry into the 
United Nations. Secretary Acheson was unwilling to go so far as to 
state that the United States would exercise its veto power in the Se¬ 
curity Council, should this become necessary to block the Soviet ma¬ 
neuvers. He seemed to hope that the issue could somehow be settled 
witat reaching this point. His rather ambiguous attitude did not 
satisfy his Republican foes, and at the same time created considerable 


I™!!.?*® Kterature bearing on McCarthyism and the “crisis of ncx^es” is 
Among the many artides and books dealing with the issue and the 
efense of freedoi^ there may be singled out especially Henry Steele Com 

“d El^er Davis But 

We Were Born Free (Indianapiolis, 1954). ’ 

^*Stebbins, The United States in World Affairs, 1950, pp. 51-60. 
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resentment on the part of those members of the United Nations who 
favored the Chinese Communists’ admission.^® 

In the midst of such controversy and confusion, while the State De¬ 
partment was almost frantically trying to work out some new approach 
to these seemingly insoluble problems, the situation in eastern Asia 
took a new and dramatic turn that overnight transformed the cold 

war into war in reaUty. On June 25, 1950, hostilities broke out in 
Korea. 


The joint occupation of Korea by Soviet and American forces after 
the Japanese surrender in 1945 had been a temporary' and almost for¬ 
tuitous expedient. The powers had agreed, in conformity with the 
pledge made at the Cairo Conference, to establish an independent and 
unified Korea. Soviet Russia had blocked the efforts of the United 
Nations to hold elections for a general assembly in 1947, however, and 
the two sections of the country remained divided along the 38th paral¬ 
lel. In the south, the Republic of Korea was set up under the presi¬ 
dency of Syngman Rhee and recognized by the Uruted Nations; in the 
north, a Democratic People’s Republic was established under the aegis 
of the Soviets. Both Russian and American military forces were with¬ 
drawn from the Korean peninsula by 1949 and an uneasy' truce had 
since then prevailed along the disputed boundary.^^ 

Hostilities were precipitated when the North Koreans suddenly 
drove across the 38th parallel. Behind them, it was all too clear, were 
their masters in the Kre mlin . The conflict between the free world and 


the Commiuiist world had entered upon a new phase of active hostili¬ 
ties in a region where the forces pledged under American leadership 
to stem the further advance of Soviet imperialism were least united 
and most inadequately prepared to take effective action. 


The North Korean onslaught confronted the United States with the 
necessity' for a decision that had far greater significance than anything 
that had yet happened in the postwar world. President Truman acted 
unhesitatingly. The American deputy representative in the United 
Nations at once brought the crossing of the 38th parallel before an 
emergency session of the Security Council. The temporary absence of 
Soviet Russia, which was boycotting the Council because of its refusal 
to admit the Chinese Communists to UN membership, cleared the 


16 Private Papers of Senator Vandenberg, pp. 533, 54^541. 
iiStebbins, The United States in World ^Affairs, 1949, pp. 458-460, The 
United States in World Affairs, 1950, pp. 185-189. 
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way, on June 25, for prompt passage of a resolution terming the action 
of the North Koreans a breach of peace. Taking this resolution as jus¬ 
tifying the immediate extension of aid to the victims of aggression, 
Truman ordered American air and naval forces to give support to the 
South Koreans. 

Two days later, on June 27, the Security Council adopted a further 
resolution specifically calling upon all members of the United Nations 
“to furnish such assistance as may be necessary to repel the armed 
attack.” The President now sent .American ground troops into action 
and also, on his own responsibility, without authorization from either 
the United Nations or Congress, ordered the American Seventh Fleet 
to enforce the neutrality of Formosa.^® 

The United States took the initiative in these startling developments, 
was at first the only country in a position to give effective help to the 
South Koreans, and was to continue to play a dominant role throuiih- 
out the entire Korean war. Although some sixteen nations, including 
Great Britain, Canada, Australia, New Zealand, the Philippines, and 
Turkey, were ultimately to contribute military’ aid in some tonn, 
American forces bore the brunt of the conflict. Ne\ ertheless it was the 
United Nations, fortunately free from the restraint of a Russian \eto, 
that had accepted under the terms of its charter the challenge of Com¬ 
munist aggression. 


The necessity for such action was clear. Unless the United Nations 
was prepared to answ'er force with counterforce, it would have re¬ 
vealed an impotence that would have meant the sacrifice of the prin¬ 
ciples on which it had been founded. Collective security would collapse 
as It had collapsed when Japan marched into Manchuria two decades 
earlier. Once again an aggressor, this time in Moscow rather than 
Tokyo, Berlin, or Rome, would have had reason to feel assured that 
the democratic, peace-loving nations were unable to unite in mutual 
defense. These considerations were the determining factor in the Se- 
cunty Council’s deliberations, and the decision reached ^vas an epoch- 
makmg one in world history. 

President Tniman’s policy in calling for immediate action on the 
part of the Umted Nations and promptly sending American troops into 
• generally approved by the American people Noth¬ 

ing could have more graphically demonstrated how far they had trav- 

Sl^tA“Se“whi?e w Beverly 
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m a few momentous years along the road to coUective security 
The time was to come when mters^ention would be mdely and severed 
cnticized both as infrmgement on the congressional war-maldng 
poiyer as a perilous involvement outside the sphere of American 
national mterest. The Korean war was packed wth dynamite; it con- 
s^tly t^eatened to shatter pohtical ahgnments both at home and 
abroad. In the summer of 1950, however, the ranks were nearly closed 
m upholdmg the President and in agreeing that the challenge of Com- 
mumst aggression could not possibly be allowed to go by default^® 
Even Senator Vandenberg, who had been one of the most outspoken 
cntics of Far Eastern policy, did not hesitate to support the President’s 
stand. “When the time came for you to act in behalf of free men and 
a free world, he wrote Tru m a n on July 3, “you did so with a spectac¬ 
ular courage ^vhich has revived the relentless purpose of all peaceful 
nations to deny aggression. ’ Senator Taft fell in line more grudgingly. 
“I believe the general principle of the policy is right,” he stated.-® 

The Korean war svas something new^ in the world. It invoh^ed mili¬ 
tary action, to develop on a scale hardly foreseen in midsummer of 
1950, ssith no purpose other than to demonstrate that attack from any 
quarter would be met by the concerted resistance of peace-loving 
nations. If it was war, it remained a limited war. The ultimate political 
goal of the United Nations was to establish the united and peaceful 
Korea that had been pledged through the wartime agreement of the 
major powers—including Soviet Russia. This long-term goal, however, 
was to be sought by peaceful means. The immediate objective of the 
United Nations’ intervention was no more than establishment of the 
principle that force vs'ould not be tolerated in the settlement of inter¬ 
national disputes. In Acheson’s words it was “to end the aggression, to 
safeguard against its renewal, and to restore peace.” 

The war, of course, had repercussions far beyond the little peninsula 
on which it was being fought, far beyond even the confines of Asia. 
The United States and its allies accepted the North Korean attack as 
a Soviet test of the powers of resistance of the free world. It was feared 
that other such tests might be made, and that there was a very real 

Public Opinion Quarterly, XV (Spring, 1951), 170: Stebbins, United 

States in World Affairs, 1950, pp. 20-23. „ / 

Private Papers of Senator Vandenberg, p. 543; Taft, A Foreign Policy for 

Americans, p. 106. _ i- , tt •. j v.. 

\cheson Pattern of Responsibility, 246. For atUtude of the Lmted iNa- 

tions, see periodically published United Nations Documents and annual Year¬ 
book of the United Nations. 
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likelihood that the Communists might plunge the entire globe into 
war. In December, 1950, the Joint Chiefs of Staflf advised the com¬ 
manders of all American troops of this dangerous situation and ordered 
them “to increase their readiness without creating an atmosphere of 
alarm.” 


The response to the crisis on the part of the United States, aside 
from military action in Korea, was to mobilize its industrial resources 
for wartime production, build up its armed forces from 1.5 to 3.5 mil¬ 
lion men, and seek in every way to strengthen its Allies in Europe. 
Congress at once made supplementary funds available for these general 
purposes. By 1951—52, appropriations for the armed forces had risen 
from |12 to $41 billion, while foreign aid increased from $4.5 to $7.1 
billion.^® 


Everything possible was done to strengthen the North .Atlantic 
Treaty Organization, with the over-all direction of the integrated mili¬ 
tary forces of the member nations placed under the command of an 
American, in the person of General Dwight D. Eisenhower. The 
United States urgently called upon its European partners to increase 
their armaments, in conjunction with American aid, in order to pro¬ 
vide more effective military forces on the continent. It emphatically 
endorsed the plan, first advanced by the Council of Europe in the 
autumn of 1950, for the creation of a unified European Defense Com¬ 
munity, with a supranational army to which western Germany would 
contnbute a number of divisions. And finally. President Truman pre¬ 
pared to send additional American troops to Europe in fulfillment of 
the nation’s obligations under the terms of the North Atlantic Treaty. 

The war in Korea was in the meantime becoming immeasurably- 
complicated. In late November, 1950, on the ground that the advance 
of the Umted Nations forces into North Korea threatened vital inter¬ 
ests in Manchuria, the Chinese Communists actively inter\-ened. The 
struggle became, so the United Nations commander, General Douglas 
MacArthur, stated, an entirely different ^var. As the seesaw battle then 
raged up and down the narrow peninsula, both the strategy and ob¬ 
jectives that governed American policy were brought into question at 


iitT 1951 ) ^2nd Congress. 1st Session (Wash- 
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home and abroad. Political repercussions within the United States, 
centering: about General MacArthur’s demand for carr\ine the '.•.ar 
into Manchuria, were paralleled by inounting controversy and di'jnite 
among the democratic Allies."^ 

The United States continued to bear the predominant burden of 
the war, a natural consequence of its tireater resources and the a\'ai!- 
ability of its manpower, and yet it was not a free agent. Military strat¬ 
egy had to be subordinated to the necessity of maintaining; .\llied units'. 
Nor could the Tmraan administration alTord to disregard tlie pre-sures 
being exerted within the United Nations for some peaceful sr hition of 
the Korean conflict, even though the concessions proposed bv other 
UN members sometimes went much further than .\merican [lolicv 
favored or American public opinion was willing to accept. The United 
States was discovering that international cooperation was not a one¬ 
way street. The American resolution to make good a stand again>t 
aggression and to refuse appeasement was interpreted in some Euro¬ 
pean capitals as inviting the larger war such policies were designed to 
prevent. 

The American people were paying the major cost of operations in 
Korea, and with casualties that would total some 144.000. including 
25,000 dead, they were to suffer by far the greater toll in human lo-scs 
except among the Koreans themselves. It was not easv to find them¬ 
selves subject to the criticism and restraint of those nations in whose 
interest, quite as much as their own, thev were making such a heavy 
sacrifice. 

2^ See Military Situation in the Far East: Hearings Before the Senate Armed 
Services and Foreign Relations Committees. 



CHAPTER 14 



A GAINST the background of this time of troubles, there rnTnTnpnrpd 
±\. in 1950 a new chapter in that great debate over America’s role 
in world affairs which stretched back to the earliest da^-s of the Re¬ 
public. As American overseas commitments progressively broadened, 
one-time isolationists questioned the very bases of the revolutionary 
new departure in foreign policy that was being hammered out on the 
anvil of Communist aggression. They did not succeed in imdermining 
the con\iction of the American people as a whole that there could be 
no retreat to the past, yet the doubts and misgivings they voiced tended 
to create new confusions as to the course the United States should fol¬ 
low in coping with its global responsibilities. 

The debate was first set off by the demand of Senator Taft for a 
“re-examination” of the entire program of military aid to Europe, and 
was then brought even more forcefully to public attention through two 
important speeches by former President Hoover. “The foundation of 
our national policies,” Hoover stated, “must be to preserv’e for the 
world this Western Hemisphere Gibraltar of ^Vestem Civilization.” He 
argued emphatically that the Western Hemisphere did not need 
Europe for its defense, that it could be made self-contained m the 
matter of critical raw materials, and that it was stUl “surrounded by 


a great moat. , 

For aU the impHcations of his position, he denied that he was ad^ 

eating a return to an>'thing that might really be called isolationism. He 
was ready to cooperate with such island nations as Gr^t Bntam m Ae 
t T_ Philinoines. and if possible the 
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members of the British Commonwealth in the Pacific. Outside the con¬ 
tinent, he was convinced, American defense should be based on air 
and naval power; there should be no commitment of land forces to 
either Europe or Asia.^ 

In subsequent speeches and writing, Taft did not seem ready to re¬ 
treat as far as Hoover suggested. He was not one of those, he declared, 
who believed that the United States could abandon the rest of the 
world and rely wholly upon continental defense. The nation was en¬ 
gaged in a world-wide battle and must fight it on a world-wide stasie. 
But there appeared to be something parado.xical, at least strangely 
confusing, about his attitude toward the commitment of land forces 
overseas. “Certainly our program in Europe,” he was to write in A 
Foreign Policy for Americans, “seems to me far more likely to produce 
war with Russia than anything we have done in the East.” .4nd then 
he added: “I am only asking for the same policy in the Far East as in 
Europe.” ^ Whatever his theoretical views, moreover, his continued 
opposition to so many of the measures designed to implement e.xisting 
foreign policy seemed to deny the validity of his own thesis that the 
United States was engaged in a world-wide battle that had to be 
fought on a world-wide stage. 

The attacks of the new isolationists.” which in some instances went 
much further than the criticism of Taft and Hcxjver, were met head 
on by the proponents of collective security within both Democratic and 
Republican ranks. President Truman and Secretary .\cheson stressed 
the calamitous consequences of any retreat from the leadership that 
America had assumed in behalf of the free world. Acheson ridiculed 
T^t’s demand for a “re-examination” of military aid to Europe as 
being something like the attitude of the farmer going out e\ er\- morn¬ 
ing and pulling up his crops to see how they were growing. He flatly 
rejected a policy of “sitting quivering in a storm cellar waiting for 
whatever fate others may wish to prepare for us.” The job that the 
United States had to do in safeguarding peace and freedom, Acheson 
declared, “needs to be done cooperatively with our allies.” ^ 


YiS 15, 19511. 262-265. 
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A new Democratic voice was heard when Governor Adlai Stevenson 
ot lllino^ condemned what he described as the “re-emergence of the 
s^ght isolationist doctrine.” In aimver to the rhetorical questions 
Ha\e we learned that our mission is the prevention, not just the sur- 
vav-al of a major war? Have we discovered that there are no Gibraltar 
no fortresses impregnable to death or ideas, any more?” he expressed 
his owTi cons-iction that there could be no return to the past.^ 

^ Among Republican leaders, Governor Dewey was no less forthright. 
‘•Clearly we would ver>' soon be isolated, here in America,” he said in 
anal)- 2 ing the Hoover program. “VVe would be the loneliest people on 
earth. What ould we do, an island of freedom in a Communist 
world, outnumbered 14 to 1, ^rith oceans which would no longer be our 
protecting moat but a broad highway to our front door.” ® And from 
General Eisenhower, making his first report to Congress as the com¬ 
mander of the North Atlantic Treaty forces, came similar warnings of 
the \-ital need for cooperation with our Allies. “^Vestem Europe is so 
important to our future,” he declared, “. . . that we cannot afford to 
do less than our best in making sure that it does not go down the 
drain.” « 


On another le\el and from other than isolationist sources, foreign 
policy was also subject to attack. WTiere the United States had gone 
wrong in the past, some critics maintained, was in the subordination 
of national interest to the more expansive goals attributed to a world 
mission to foster liberty tind peace. The American people were urged 
to accept more reahstically the implications of a wnrld power politics. 
W'alter Lippmann had earlier expressed this point of view in his em¬ 
phatic statement that “w'e must consider first and last the American 
national interest.” It w^as impHcit in George F. Kerman’s pointed crit¬ 
icism of the “legahstic-moralistic” approach to world problems. Going 
much further, and with implications as to the failure of American 
policy that svere hardly justified by the measure of success actually 
attained, was Hans Morgenthau of the University of Chicago: “The 
intoxication with moral abstractions which as a mass phenomenon 
started with the Spanish-American War, and which in our time has 
become the prevailing substitute for political thought, is indeed 
the great sources of weakness and failure in American foreign pohcy.” ^ 


4 Vital Speeches, XVII (Feb. 15, 1931), 287. 

^Ibid. (Mar. 1, 1951), 260. 
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These arguments, however realistic in other respects, appeared to 
ignore what was none the less a fact because it had idealistic o\ erton( ?. 
The historical record clearly showed that the immediate natif)nal in¬ 
terest, although never forgotten, did not constitute the furthest limit 
in American thinking on international affairs. And in the development 
of foreign policy, this attitude of mind had always to be taken into 
consideration. The American people, that is, had repeatedly demon¬ 
strated a belief in ethical purpose that was something more than an 
intoxication with moral abstractions, or a rationalization of popular 
ambition for national power and economic advantage. 

Such considerations certainly suggested that to command continuing 
popular support, the abandonment of isolationism and the return to 
Europe had to mean something more than building up armaments, 
spheres of influence, a new balance of power. If the immediate de¬ 
mands of national security constantly and rightly emphasized the 
necessity of developing the counterforce that would contain Soviet 
aggression, foreign policy had to embrace a broader goal. The Amer¬ 
ican people passionately desired peace and security for themselves. 
They also looked to the ultimate creation of a world in which liberty 
and peace would be secure for all peoples—a world symbolized by the 
United Nations rather than a new balance of military’ power.’ 

Secretary Acheson, in two notable speeches in the spring of 1951, 
reaflBrmed the ideals for which America stood in the tradition of the 
great statesmen of the past, from Washington to Lincoln and Theodore 
Roosevelt, from Jefferson to Wilson and Franklin Roosevelt: 


American people have been the leaders in a revolution that has been 
going on for a century and a half, a revolution by the common people. /\nd 
the basic objective of American foreign policy is to make possible a world 
in which all peoples ... can work, in their osvn way, toward a better 

life. . . . 


We are children of freedom. We cannot be safe except in an environment 
of freedom. We believe in freedom as fundamentally as sve believe in any- 
thii^ m this world. We believe in it for everyone in our country. And we 
don t restrict this belief to freedom for ourselves. ^Ve believe that all people 
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in the world are entitled to 
as we want ourselves.® 


as much freedom, to develop in their own way, 


The debate raged on in Congress, on the public platform, and over 
the radio; in newspapers, pamphlets, and periodicals. The age-old 
prejudice against what Hoover called “the eternal malign forces of 
Europe” persisted in the thinking of many people. Even though the 
events of 1941-45 had destroyed the doctrine and the program of the 
old isolationism, they had not destroyed the emotions which imderlay 
and sustained it,^° 

However, the noisy clamor of the great debate actually gave a false 
impression. Among responsible leaders, and on the part of the great 
body of the American people, there was far more agreement than dis¬ 
agreement on foreign policy. The idea of withdrawing from interna¬ 
tional commitments did not win any really substantial support. The 
United Nations and the North Atlantic Treaty continued to have 
strong popular backing. An overw-hehning majority of the nation’s 
newspapers completely rejected the doctrine associated with the Hoover 
conception of a western Gibraltar. There was no retreat on the part of 
farm and labor organizations, or of the business community, from their 
endorsement of international cooperation.^^ 

Sharp differences over the extent of foreign aid were inevitable. It 
was impossible for anyone to know where the exact line of safety lay 
between expenditures for such a program and the maintenance of a 
stable domestic economy. There was also no certain ans^ver to the 
issues raised in respect to the disposition of troops overseas, or to the 
question of whether the United States should place a greater reliance 
on air and naval po\ver as contrasted wdth land forces. And w'hat of 
the atomic bomb?—to which this narrative must return. Whatever was 
done was a calculated risk. 

The presidential election of 1952 further strengthened the under¬ 
ling accord on the necessity^ of accepting the nation’s new obligations 
as the leader of the free world. Both party platforms upheld the pro¬ 
motion of collective security under the United Nations and the North 
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Atlantic Treaty Organization. Throughout the campaign both candi¬ 
dates, General Eisenhower and Governor Stevenson, drove home the 
importance of international cooperation. 

Stevenson repeatedly stressed America’s world leadership: “I believe 
the essential direction of our foreign policy is right—building the unity 
and the collective strength of the free countries to prevent the expan¬ 
sion of Soviet domination.” Elsenhower constantly stressed “an inte¬ 
grated world policy,” stated his conviction that free nations had no 
alternative to following the way of collective security, and said it was 
America’s duty to help free people to stay free. “I have long insisted 
and do now insist,” he declared, “that isolationism in America is dead 
as a political issue.” 

There were dilferences about the more specific approach to foreign 
affairs. The Democrats wholeheartedly endorsed the Truman-Acheson 
policy and stressed close cooperation with other peace-minded nations. 
The Republicans naturally felt constrained to criticize w'hat had gone 
before and attempted to reconcile the divergent ideas of their inter¬ 
nationalist and isolationist wings. This led them to call for a more 
“dynamic” policy and yet at the same time insist on the need for 
greater economy in both military expenditures and foreign aid. More¬ 
over, while upholding international cooperation, they somewhat am¬ 
biguously gave even greater emphasis to “enlightened self-interest.” 

Yet in spite of these differences in the attitude of candidates and 
parties, the election of 1952 reaffirmed the basic purposes of the foreign 
policy of the previous seven years. It was still too much to say that 
isolationism, which was taking such an unconscionable time in dying, 
had been finally and permanently interred. The burdens of world lead¬ 
ership were too heavy to make the American people very happy about 
the task they had assumed. They could hardly fail to recognize, how¬ 
ever, that the harsh realities of a world threatened by still another war 
were responsible for their predicament, and that there could be no 
escape to isolated safety. 

Immediate international difficulties had not moderated during these 
days of the great debate. Whether in Europe or in Asia, there was no 
relaxing of tension, and no viable solutions appeared for the cruel 
problems bom of a divided world. The United Nations was impor- 

12 The New York Times, Sept. 2, 1952. 
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^tly active on many fronts,, but over any effective move to settle 
mtemanon^ isput^ hung alwa>-s the shadow of a Russian veto in 

there TN as no hftmg of the heaxy threat of Sosdet aggression 
A ray o hope appeared in Korea, where the war had settled down 
to a vir^al deadlock along the line of the 38th paiaUel. In midsummer 
19ol, the Rushan delegate to the United Nations opened the door to 
truce negotiations. Any real progress, however, was for long blocked 
by the obstructive tactics of the Chinese and North Korean Commu¬ 
nists. The parley's, intermittently broken off and resumed, dragged on 
their ^^•ea^v• length for month after month. And in the meanti^V-for 
another two years—the fighting went on wth a steadily moimting roll 
of casualties. 


At least some compensation for failure to solve the seemingly insol¬ 
uble problems of Korea and China was the success attained in re¬ 
establishing normal relations ^sath Japan. After intensive negotiations 
during the summer of 1951, representatives of the democratic powers 
signed at San Francisco on September 8, in spite of Russian objections, 
a broad and comprehensive peace treaty. Japan renounced her title to 
aU former territories outside her main islands, assented to the trustee¬ 
ship prosisions which gave the United States sole authority in the 
R^-ukvai and Bonin Islands, and accepted the international obligations 
of a peace-loUng nation in the \vorld community.^* 

A peace treaty did not automatically resolve all the issues centering 
on Japan. .Although the occupation policies pursued by the United 
States had been generally successful in bringing about a greater de¬ 
mocratization of Japanese society-, and the new constitution with its 
bill of rights and renunciation of war, was a great advance, it \\-as still 
to be seen ho%v long-lasting these reforms might prove to be. Moreover, 
economic difficulties ^ve^e very- real. The end of American occupation 
confronted Japan with the necessity of re\-ising her economy and find¬ 
ing outlets for her products to replace the loss of traditional markets, 
especially in China. Still, the United States enjoyed a freedom of 
action in its relations with Japan, where Soriet Russia had been un- 


State Department, Conference for the Conclusion and Signature of the 
Treaty of Peace uiith japan. Publication 4392 (Washington, 1951). The treaty 
mav also be found (as many other such documents) in Ra>-mond Dennett and 
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able to block either occupation policies or a peace treaty, that stood 
out in sharp contrast with the situation in other parts of Asia and in 
Germany^® 

One consequence of this freedom of action was the conclusion of a 
special Japanese-American security treaty, supplementing the general 
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peace treaty. The United States was granted the right to station Amer¬ 
ican troops m Japan for the maintenance of international peace and 
protection of Japan against armed attack. Also, at the time of the San 
Francisco Conference, the United States signed a mutual defense pact 
with the Philippine Islands, and a tripartite defense treaty with New 
Zealand and Austraha.^® Although these latter agreements did not go 

1954^^ Aduard, Japan: From Surrender to Peace (New York, 
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so far as either the Rio de Janeiro Treaty or the North Adantic Treaty 
hey nevertheless constituted far-reaching and important commitment 
lor sateguarding the general security of the Pacific. 

The treaties had been negotiated by John Foster Dulles, at this time 
Republican adviser to the State Department; were appro%'ed by 
the Senate with Httle opposition, and were generally applauded by the 
American people. The traditional willingness to act positively in the 
Pacific, and the desire to strengthen the security of an area l^ing so 
close to the hostile forces of both Communist Russia and CommiJiist 
China, largely account for such widespread support. In the circum¬ 
stances of the time, the American people were fully prepared to break 
through the barriers that before the war ^vould have made the assump¬ 
tion of any such responsibifities impossible. 

On the other side of the world, the United States continued its in¬ 
tensive efforts to build up and strengthen the defenses of the nations 
of western Europe. Congress had adopted, in October, 1951, a Mutual 
Security Program to take the place of the Economic Cooperation Ad¬ 
ministration, and it also pro\ided additional funds for both mili tary 
and economic assistance. Although the administration’s requests were 
as always subject to debate, appropriations for foreign aid for the fiscal 
year 1953 rose to a high total of $6 billion, with primary emphasis 
upon the rearmament of the nations belonging to the North Atlantic 
Treaty Organization.^* 

Late in May, 1952, these moves were supplemented by two impor¬ 
tant political agreements: one a “peace contract” with the Bonn Gov¬ 
ernment of West Germany, and the other a formal treaty establishing 
the European Defense Community that was signed by France, Belgium, 
Italy, the Netherlands, Luxembourg, and West Germany.^® The pri¬ 
mary- purpose of the latter agreement was to pro\ide for the projected 
supranational army, including the much discussed West German divi¬ 
sions, which was to be incorporated within the North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization. Although this approach to European cooperation was 
t^vo years later to break do^\■n, the United Sutes at the time strongly 
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17 Richard P. Stebbins, The United States in World Affairs, 1952 (New 

York. 1953), p. 76. 

18 Ibid., p. 56. 
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supported the EDC. Secretary Acheson characterized it as the begin¬ 
nings of the realization of the ancient dream of unity among the free 
peoples of western Europe,^® and at once began to exercise his influence 
in encouraging the treaty’s ratification. 


When the Eisenhower administration came into office in January', 
1953, marking the return of the Republicans to power after twenty 
momentous years in world history, the situation with which it was con¬ 
fronted stood out in sharp and dramatic contrast with that which the 
Republicans had faced when they were last charged with the formula¬ 
tion of foreign policy. However the party leadership, as the presidential 
campaign demonstrated, had also changed with the times. If there had 
been in the 1920’s a general readiness on the part of the Republicans 
to accept Harding’s dictum that the United States sought no part in 
directing the destinies of the world, Eisenhower at once made it plain 
in his Inaugural Address that there would be no shirking of the global 
commitments already undertaken to meet the Communist menace to 
peace. 

^ He was prepared to follow the main lines of policy developed by 
his Democratic predecessors—to support the United Nations, strengthen 
NATO, honor the mutual assistance pacts in the Americas and the 
Pacific, and uphold the principle of meeting aggression with forceful 
defense that had been applied in Korea. ‘Uestiny has laid upon our 
country,” the President stated, “the responsibility of the free world’s 
leadership.” 


Within a few months, one definite development took place The 
long-protracted negotiations in Korea, which had so often seemed on 
the verge of a complete breakdown, finally led to an ai-mistice. As 
signed on July 27, 1953, it provided for a mifitan' demarcation line 
roughly along the 38th parallel, the e.xchange of prisoners under the 
most comphcated and ultimately impractical terms, and a future peace 
con erence.^i The conclusion of the truce was victory of a sort for the 
United Nations. At least temporarily, aggression had been brought to 
a halt. The actual fighting m Korea was over. Both President Eisen¬ 
hower and Secretary'of State Dulles hailed the aimistice as a triumph 
or the principles which had led to intervention. “We hai e shown in 
the winning of this truce,” the President declared, -that the collectis e 

IS Department of State. Bulletin, XXVI (Tune 9 1959 ’) ros 
« The New York Times, Jan 31 1953 ’ 

Department of State, Bulletin,’xXlX (.Aug. 3, 1953), 132-139. 
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resolve of the free world can and will meet aggression in Asia—or any¬ 
where in the ^vorld.” 22 

This statement, for all its optimistic overtones regarding the future, 
was basically true so far as Korea was concerned. The United Nations’ 
largely on the initiative of the United States and with American forces 
carrying almost the entire burden of the actual fighting, had repeDed 
the Communist attack and successfully protected South Korea. Yet 
the Communist forces had not actually been defeated. There was no 
assurance that the armistice would be faithfully observ^ed, and the 
imification of Korea appeared as distant as ever. Intersention had 
been necessary—and in the long reaches of history it might prove to be 
one of the most decisive events of this entire period—^but three years 
of fighting had not brought about any solution of the immensely com¬ 
plicated problems of eastern Asia. The future of a still divided Korea, 
the relationship between Communist China and the democracies, the 
status of Formosa, the problem of Indo-Cbina, where the French were 
deeply engaged in combating native Communists, were issues still tm- 
resolved by ^vhat was no more than an uneasy stalemate along Korea’s 
38th parallel. 

Nor did the Korean truce open up the way to settlement of the 
questions still in dispute in Europe. The death of Stalin on March 5, 
1953, and emergence of new Sovdet leadership personified by Georgi 
M. Malenkov, had ser\-ed to intensify the existing impasse and to 
create more confusions in world policy. 

The Eisenhower administration was committed to following the 
general approach to world affairs developed in the preceding years. 
“Our policy must be a coherent global policy,” the President again 
stated. . . dedicated to making the free world secure.” For a time, 
ho\vever, the actual course taken seriously endangered the precarious 
unity that was the free svorld’s first prerequisite for security. Secretary 
of State Dulles seemed determined to develop a new strate^’ that 
would fulfill Republican campaign promises of seizing the initiative 
and meeting Russian aggression with a more positive program than 
containment. He talked of the “liberation” of the peoples of eastern 
Europe. In an effort to speed up rearmament and ratification of the 
treaty establishing the European Defense Community, he ^vamed that 
unless there were'prompt action the United States ^^'Ould be obliged to 

.. The New York Tirrres, July 28. 1953; .4ug. 6, 1953. See also Department 
of State, Bulletin, XXIX (.\ug. 10, 1953), 17>-176. 

23 The New York Times, Feb. 3, 1953. 
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make an “agonizing reappraisal” of its entire policy. And on January 
12, 1954, he startled the nation—and even more its European allies— 
by stating that the National Security Council had decided to relv not 
upon local defenses in meeting aggression, but upon “a great capacity 
to retaliate instantly by means and at places of our own choosing.” 

This suggestion that the United States might use the atomic bomb— 
as instant retaliation was generally interpreted—in the event of fur¬ 
ther Soviet attack in any part of the world awoke widespread alarm 
both within the United States and abroad. The Secretary' of State 
undertook to amplify and interpret his original statement. In an article 
in Foreign Affairs he wrote: 

The essential thing is that a potential aggressor should know in advance 
that he can and will be made to suffer for his aggression more than he can 
possibly gain by it This calls for a system in which local defensise strength 
is reinforced by more mobile deterrent power. The method of doing so 
will vary according to the character of the various regions, . . . Local 
defense is important. But in such areas the main reliance must be on the 
power of the free community to retaliate with great force by mobile means 
at places of its own choice.*® 


Vet how such a policy might actually be implemented still remained 
very much in doubt. In a later press conference on March 16, 1954, 
Dulles said any action taken would be in consultation, wherever pos¬ 
sible, with other members of the free community, and in accordance 
vwth the country’s own constitutional procedures. He refused to be 
pinned down any more definitely. Nothing would be more futile, he 
stated, than “to tell the enemy in advance just where, when and how 
you plan to rebate.” Here was obviously a threat directed against 
toe So^et Union, but it created more confusion among the western 
Alhes than it apparently did among their enemies. 

In making these extreme and sometimes contradictory policy state¬ 
ments, m which he was duly supported by President Eisenhower, the 
Secretary of State certainly did little to assuage the fears of European 
m^bers of the free world alUance that the United States mi^hV be 
takmg matters too much in its own hands. Public opinion abroad^ espe- 
rfy mhm the nmb of the political opposition to the British L 
French Governments, msntently raised the question whether .America 

Jan. 13, 1954. 

1954). 353-364. 

The New York Times, Mar. 17, 1954. 
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was swinging toward attempted domination of the forces of democracy 
rather than cooperative leadership. 

Dulles was abruptly recalled by such criticism to the existing realities 
of the world situation. The imperative necessity of reforging a weak¬ 
ened western unity was self-evident as the Soviet Union took shrewd 
advantage of every crack in the democracies’ armor to foment further 
differences. And this became especially important when, as a result of 
moimting pressure from its Allies, the United States finally agreed to 
a new foreign ministers’ conference with Great Britain, France, and 
So\det Russia to explore once again the possibilities of concluding 
peace treaties with Austria and Germany. At this meeting, held in 
Berlin in February, 1954, the three western powers did succeed in 
presenting a united front. No progress whatsoever could be made, 
however, in overcoming the obstacles Soviet Russia still presented to 
any settlement of the basic problems involved.*^ A divided Germany 
remained a symbol of a divided world. 

The one concrete result of the Berlin Conference, if it could be so 
characterized, w’as the agreement reached for another and larger meet¬ 
ing at Geneva, to which Co mmunis t China would be invited, for con¬ 
sideration of the problems of eastern Asia. The preliminary negotiations 
for the Korean peace conference stipulated in the armistice agreement 
had completely broken down, and new developments in Indo-China 
still further emphasized the urgency of trying to come to some settle¬ 
ment of Asiatic problems. 

For seven years the French had been battling the Commu n ist forces 
of the Vietminh, in rebellion against the constituted authority of Viet¬ 
nam. one of three associated states of Indo-China, and their will 
to further resistance u'as rapidly weakening. The Vie tminh were ac¬ 
tively assisted by the Chinese Communists, and a new Korea appeared 
to be in the making. France felt that her position was virtually hope- 


less* • • 

A vear earlier President Eisenhower had declared that aggression m 

southeastern Asia, even as in Korea, ^vas a threat to the entire com¬ 
munity' of free nations. Nevertheless American policy dunng the mter- 
vening months conjd hardly have been more confused or vacdlatmg 
Additional military and economic aid svas extended to the French an 
Viemam forces, but the strong opposition of both the /taencan peop 
Ild^he nation’s .Allies eff«dively blodted the more aettve rnterventton 

.-tDeoartmenl of State. Butteti,. XXX (Mar. 8, 1954), 34^347. 
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at which administration spokesmen occasionally hinted. Then, in the 
face of France’s evident desire to negotiate a truce, Secretary Dulles 
attempted on the very eve of the Geneva Conference to set up a south¬ 
eastern Asia defense alliance. He was flatly rebuffed by Great Britain 
and had to abandon his plan. President Eisenhower thereupon sought 
to ealm Europe’s fears that the United States would block any settle¬ 
ment in Indo-China. With a broader reference than to conflict in this 
part of the world alone, he declared that while there might be little or 
no hope of establishing really satisfactory relations with the Commu¬ 
nists, it might still be feasible to work out some practical way of get¬ 
ting along with them.-® 

In spite of these developments and the prevailing skepticism as to 
whether the meeting at Geneva would prove any more productive than 
the Berlin Conference, the foreign ministers of the interested states 
duly met in May, 1954, with Communist China—as in the case of the 
other nations—represented by her foreign minister. As the negotiations 
proceeded, confusion grew. It proved to be impossible to reach any 
agreement whatsoever on Korea, and the rapidly deteriorating military' 
situation in Indo-China constantly overshadowed other political dis¬ 
cussions. The continued victories of the Vietminh Communists on the 
battlefield, the weakness and indecision of France (highlighted bv a 
government overturn while the conference was still in session), the 
opposing attitudes of the United States and Great Britain, again dan¬ 
gerously undermined the Allied unity that had been reforged with such 
diflficulty at the Berlin Conference. Whereas its European partners 
were ready to come to terms with the Communists in Indo-China, in 
realistic acceptance of the situation there, the United States appeared 
to be mortally afraid of any move that could be constnied as appease¬ 
ment, or that might lead to recognition of Communist China and her 
admission into the United Nations. 

While these issues still hung fire. Prime Minister Churchill made a 
hurried visit to Washington to consult with President Eisenhower. In 
terms of the immediate controversy, these conversations appeared 
largely Inconclusive. The sharp divergence of cdews betcveen the two 
countnes could not be disguised. Nevertheless, Eisenhower and Church¬ 
ill agreed upon a statement of common policy that strongly emphasized 
the basic, underlydng accord existing between the United States and 
Great Bntain. Reaffirming the principles of the Atlantic Charter, it 

28 The New York Times, May 4. 1954. 
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pledged the two nations to continue their united efforts to secure worid 
peace.-® 

Although the Geneva Conference failed to reach any agreement on 
Korea, and the United States thereupon ostentatiously withdrew from 
the negotiations, a settlement was finally concluded in respect to Indo- 
China. Under the realistic guidance of Mendes-France, the dsmamic 
new French premier, France and Viemam accepted Vietminh author- 
it) in the northern area of Indo-China. This forced concession consti¬ 
tuted another defeat for the free world. It was all too clear that only 
concerted efforts could now prevent all of southeastern Asia from fol¬ 
lowing the path of China, North Korea, and northern \hetnam into 
the Communist camp. The United States had no alternative other than 
to accept the Indo-China settlement, hoss'ever reluctantly, but at once 
renewed its efforts to create the southeastern Asia defense alliance 
that Secretary Dulles had unsuccessfully urged before the conference. 

These efforts finally led to a conference at Manila in September 
which at least partially secured the new objectives of Far Eastern diplo¬ 
macy. For while India and other Asiatic countries refused to partici¬ 
pate, a collective defense treaty was concluded by eight nations—the 
United States, Great Britain, France, Austraha, New Zealand, Pakis¬ 
tan, Thailand and the Phihppines—for safeguarding the securin’ of 
southeastern Asia. In the event of aggression within the area concerned, 
each of the slgnatoiy- nations agreed to take action, in accordance with 
its constitutional processes, to meet the common danger.®® 

It nevertheless remained clear, especially in \iew of the attitude of 
such countries as India, that this primarily military agreement was at 
best a very’ limited defense against further Com m unist expansion. The 
western po-wers had still to recognize more explicitly the strong forces 
of nationalism in southeastern Asia and to imderstand that the temjx)- 
rizing with coloniaHsm in Indo-China had not strengthened confidence 
in the West. A policy of anti-communism w'as not enough to assure the 
friendship and support of the Asiatic world. The United States was 
called upon to demonstrate in concrete terms its sympathy for the 
national aspirations of the peoples in these regions, and to extend to 
them, on a far larger scale than had been done heretofore, the eco¬ 
nomic aid that would bolster their internal resistance to the blandhh- 
ments of commimism. 


Ibid., June 30, 1954. 

30 For text of treat>’ see The 


York Times, Sept. 9, 1954. 
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As these events were taking place on the Asiatic front, there \sas 
still another shift in the kaleidoscopic scene of international e\t nt5. 
France at long last acted upon the treaties that t\vo years earlier had 
set up the European Defense Community—and its action was to reject 
them. The entire program of integrating West Gennany into the se¬ 
curity system represented by N.\TO appeared to have collajised. The 
United States, which had placed such an exclusive emphasis upon the 
creation of EDC, had suffered a sharp diplomatic defeat. 

Negotiations were at once commenced to see what could be saved 
from this setback. Secretary’ Dulles now lett the Initiatic e to the Euro¬ 
pean statesmen, having learned from experience tire risks of pressing 
any American program too strongly, and the fortunate consec[uence 
was a new series of agreements that in the face of all forebodings 
pointed to a fresh and promising approach toward solution of the \ ital 
issues projected by the collapse of EDC. After a preliminary confer¬ 
ence in London at the close of September, 1954, a complex group of 
new conventions and treaty protocols was signed In Paris some three 
weeks later. They provided for the restoration of the sovereigntv of 
West Germany—officially the Federal Republic of Germanv; the cre¬ 
ation of a new Western European Union under the aegis of the Brus¬ 
sels Treaty of 1948; the establishment of controls over the militarv 
forces of its member nations, including those of West Geimanv. and 
the admission of the latter nation as a full and equal partner with the 
existing fourteen members of the North Atlantic Treaty Orsranization.^- 

In a statement issued on the eve of the final signature of the various 
accords, Secretary Dulles declared that whereas seven weeks earlier 
“the western world faced a crisis of almost terrif\-ing proportions,” tsath 
all its hopes of solving the problems of Inter-allied unity seemingly 
shattered beyond any prospect of recovery’, there had once again been 
a rismg up to meet the emergency “by what I think ^ve can call a near 
miracle. The new accords, he said, marked a shining chapter in his¬ 
tory with results that had been believed beyond possible acliievement.^- 

His highly optimistic assertions were echoed by the statesmen of 
Great Britain, France and West Germany. It stOl remained to be seen, 
however, whether the Paris agreements %vould be finally ratified, and 

31 For final act of the London Conference, and the protocols and declarations 
ot the Pans Conference, see The New York Times, Oct. 4 and Oct. 24, 1954. 
i^o State Department, London and Paris Agreements, Publication 5659 
(Washington, 1954). 

32 The New York Times, October 23. 1954. 
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if so, whether they could be carried out in the spirit of cordial unity 
that marked their conclusion. They had left much still unsolved. Here 
was once again, as on so many occasions since the close of the war, a 
test of the determination of the free world to hold its ranks intact in 
the face of the unrelenting divisive pressures of Communist Russia. 

There were at once hopes and fears of what might lie over the im¬ 
mediate international horizon. One encouraging note was the agree¬ 
ment reached in the United Nations, \rith the reluctant and partial 
adherence of the Soviet Union, for carrying fonvard the proposals 
President Eisenhower had made a year earlier for international action 
in using atomic energy for peacetime purposes. Yet at the same time, 
the more conciliatory attitude of Communist Russia on this and some 
other issues appeared to be harshly contradicted by increasingly provoc¬ 
ative acts on the part of Commimist China. 

These developments caused a renewal of the perennial debate within 
the United States over the possibilities of peaceful coexistence in a 
world so sharply and dangerously divided. The Eisenhower Adminis¬ 
tration, however, reaffirmed the more moderate and restrained stand 
it had taken since the sharp reaction, especially abroad, to its threats 
of instant retaliation with great force. While insisting upon the con¬ 
tinuing necessity of building up the umty and strength of the free 
world, of remaining constantly vigilant in defense. Secretary Dulles 
declared it was American policy to exhaust all peaceful means of sus¬ 
taining international rights rather than to resort to any war action. 
The hope of the United States, he said, was that the day would come 
when the Communists would renounce their effort to rule the world 
by force, intimidation and fraud, but he warned that the nation should 

not mistake a fake dawn for the real dawn.” 

In the most sober terms President Eisenhower also appealed to the 


country: 

Let us recognize that we owe it to ourselves and to the world to «plore 

of diHer^ce. before «e ee». of 

such a thing as war. „ k- natient tirelessly to seek 

And the hard nay is to have the “ evS Sh "f leading the 

out even^ single avenue open to us m * ® °P honest)- of our inten- 

other side to a little better understanding of the honest) 

tions. . . 

Vnv 1954 as reported in The New 1 ork Times. 
33 .address at Chicago, ISov. 29, 190-*: as repa. 

Nov. 30, 1954. ™,rtpd in The New York Times, Dec. 3, 1954. 

3-1 Press conference as reported in i 
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The underlying aims of American foreign policy in the 1950’s had 
not fundamentally changed from what they had been %vhen the Re- 
» public was founded. National security as always remained a first and 
basic consideration. There was still a very real concern over the pro¬ 
motion of trade and commerce in the interests of the nation’s contin- 
uing prosperity. And there was also, as there had been throughout the 
history’ of the Republic, a strong popular conviction that American 
policies should be directed toward the defense of the freedom and the 
liberty of all people suffering under tyranny or seeking relief from for¬ 
eign oppression. But if the ultimate objectives of policy—addin? up to 
a free and secure America in a free and secure world—had not ma- 
tenally changed wth the passing years, the conditions prevailing in the 
1950’s bore little relation to those existent in the early days of the Re¬ 
public, or to those characterizing that era which at the opening of the 
twentieth century first saw the United States emerge upon the inter¬ 
national scene as a great power. 

The two global wan in which America had participated had brought 
about decisive shifts in the balance of international power. The rise of 
Soviet Russia posed a new threat to peace and freedom, holdin^r all 
the world in thrall. And the United States had attained a position Aat 

made It the great protagonist in this global contest wth Communist 
imperialism. 


Yet this was not all. The development first of the atomic bomb and 
then of ±e hydrogen bomb, had made the world over even more dras- 
ticaUy than either past wars or the new conflict between the demo¬ 
cratic and Communist nations. The dark menace of these incalculablv 

tt nTl ' r ”'' f ^ "-^11 as b ; 

the United States, had a revolutionary effect upon every phase of 
international relations m the mid-tiventieth century. Above all else 

Umted States could not count m the future on any margin of safetv 
The Amencan people were forced to realize that war could be brought 
to Aeir own shores-at once and ivith devastating impact Thle 
could be no possible security except in so far as war could be avoided 

Yu^slavia or Iran, m Korea or Indo-China, affected America almost 
as^ectly as events m the Western Hemisphere 

ed ™U. the unperativet of ntilitan- strategy, not onlv because of 



202 


AMERiaVs RISE TO WORLD POWER 

the danger of Communist imperialism in itself, but because of the 
threat to all cmlization inherent in thermonuclear warfare. Neither a 
policy based on “contaiiunent” nor one threatening “retaliation” held 
in itself any answer to the crisis. The one foreshadowed a world of 
continual fears and anxiety, and the other an unimaginable war that 
could be as disastrous for the victor as the vanquished—^if, indeed, 
there could possibly be any \dctor. Unless or until some accommoda¬ 
tion could be found bet^veen the antagonistic purposes and ideological 
conflicts that divided the western democracies and the Communist 
powers, there could be no real hope of peaceful coexistence. 

Diplomacy in these circumstances had a more \ital importance than 
ever before in history, collective security a deeper significance, and 
world organization a greater urgency. The overwhelming risks of any 
resort to arms could not be disputed. As a consequence of its geo¬ 
graphic position, mighty industrial resources, and armory of atonfic 
weapons climaxed by the hydrogen bomb, the United States was con¬ 
fronted with an awful responsibility^ The American people had for 
long avoided this responsibility; they could do so no longer. They faced 
a fateful test in the fulfillment of their inescapable obligations to em¬ 
ploy all their resources—ph>-sical and spiritual—in a great joint en¬ 
deavor to safeguard the peace and liberty of all freedom-loving p^ple. 
It remained to be seen whether they could summon up and maintain 
the courage, the wisdom, and perhaps above all die patience to meet 
this test and cope successfully with a world in dire crisis rather than 
the peaceful world on which their great expectations were once based. 



Bibliogiaphy 


GENERAL 


Bibliographies 
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New York, 1950). For recent years the bibliographical sections in the 

quarterly issues of the magazine Foreign Affairs (New York 1919_ ) and 
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The official diplomatic record is found in Papers Relating to the Foreign 
Relations of the Lnited States, issued annually, \vith occasional special 
volumes, by the State Department. The lag in publication is at least 
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Peace Foundation (since 1953 in conjunction with the Council on Foreign 
Relations). 

.Additional diplomatic correspondence in the archives of the State Depart¬ 
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Diplomacy (res', ed., New York, 1954), and Henry Steele Commager (ed.), 
Documents of American History (New York, 1930) . 

.Among more interpretatis e studies are ttvo brief but ^York 

Dexter Perkins; The Evolution of American Foreign Po/icy (New Yor , 
1948) and The American Approach to Foreign Policy (Cambndge, 
isS • Theodore Clark Smith’s The United States ^ n - W ^ 

H^tory (New York, 1941), and 

[' S Foreien Policy: Shield of the Republic (Boston, 1943). 
“‘SopmL d^g haU c».u,y have i«phed a aea-bee 0 , 



BIBLIOGRAPHY 


285 


both factual and interpretative studies of this epochal period, F. 
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1936 (New York, 1936); James Fred Rippy, America and tlw Strife of 
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sjeral studies on the Monroe Doctrine in Hands Off-A History Z l/e 
Monroe Doctrine (Boston, 1941). Equally useful is Graham H. Stuart Ia in 
America and the United States (New York, 1943). Among a nZitTHi 

Mmro Caribbean arc Dana G 

The United States and the Caribbean Area (Boston 1934) and t' 
Fred ^PPY,The Caribbean Danger Zone (New York, 1940)’ ‘ 

WMtoeTGrito?d VT T Asia, still ver^- useful, is A 

St "■ '•»' 

An ^ ’ll ^ specialized books noted subsequently 
Forrest Davis, (NeJ 
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There are of course innumerable volumes dealing vsith American relations 
wth specific countries. Notable in this connection—although they have rela- 
tovely httle historical background-are the volumes in The American Foreien 

Fohcy Library-, edited by Sumner Welles and published by the Harvai^d 
Umversity Press. 


A number of books deal in general terms with various aspects of the 
^encan “empire.” In this connection should be noted the highly interest- 
mg study of .Albert K. Weinberg; Manifest Destiny: A Study of Nationalist 
Expansion in American History (Baltimore, 1935). The most comprehensive 
account of developments since 1898, however, is Julius Pratt, America’s 
Colonial Experiment (New Aork, 1950). It carries the significant subtitle, 
Hoic the Lnited States Gained, Governed and in Part Gave Away a Colonial 
Empire. 


THE TR.ADITION OF ISOLATION, 1776-1885 

The background of isolationism can only be studied through a very diverse 
selection of sources which would include memoirs, diaries, collections of 
speeches, the records of congressional debates, contempiorary opinion as 
expressed in ness’spapers and magazines, and other reports of foreign policy 
discussions. This material is too scattered to be usefully hsted, but is in part 
suggested in the footnotes to Chapter 1. In addition to treatment of isolation¬ 
ism in such sources and general histories, however, there are a number of im- 
piortant historical monographs which deal directly with this issue. 

.Among these studies, largely inspired by the debates centering about 
isolationism in the 1920’s and 1930’s, are the following: Samuel F. Bemis, 
“AVashingtoris Farewell .Address: A Foreign Policy of Independence,” 
American Historical Review, XXXIX (Oct., 1933), 250-268; J. G. Randall, 
“Georec Washington and ‘Entangling Alliances,’ ” South Atlantic Quarterly, 
XXX (.Apr., 1931), 221-229; J. Fred Rippy and Angie Debo, “The Historical 
Background of the .American Polic)’ of Isolation,” Smith College Studies in 
History, IX, Nos. 3 and 4 (Northampton, .Apr. and July, 1924); Max Savelle, 
“Colonial Origins of .American Diplomatic Principles,” Pacific Historical 
Review, III ^No. 3, 1934), 334-350; and Albert K. Weinberg, “The His¬ 
torical Meaning of the .American Doctrine of Isolation,” American Political 
Science Review. XXXIV (Apr., 1940), 539-547. A more recent and provoca¬ 
tive discussion is Gerald Stourzh, Benjamin Franklin and American Foreign 


Policy (Chicago, 1954). . 

Although largely concerned with a later penod and emphasizing th 
strength of isolationism in the Midwest, a further group of aiticlK should 
also k noted at this point. A’aluable especially for its e.xtensive bibhograph- 
kal notes is Richard AV. Leopold, “The Mississippi Valley and 
Foreign Polics . 189C4-1941,” Mississippi Valley Historical Review, 

action, ailhough ils treatment of bolationitm it only inad.ntal, thonU 
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be included the brilliant study of Henry Nash Smith, Viroin Land: The 
American West as Symbol and Myth (Cambridge, Mass., 1950). 

Prior to the Spanish-American War the interplay of forcc.s making for 
isolationism versus internationalism is perhaps most graphically illustrated 
in the events of the early 1820 s and 1850’s. Among special studies dealing 
with the earlier period are Edward Howland Tatum, Jr., The United States 
and Europe, 1815-1823 (Berkeley, Cal., 1936); George Dangerficld, The 
Era of Good Feelings (New York, 1952); Dexter Perkins, The Monroe 
Doctrine, 1823-1826 (Cambridge, Mass., 1927); and Arthur P. Whitaker, 
The United States and the Independence of Latin America, 1800-1830 
(Baltimore, 1941). An interesting article to which attention might also be 
called is Gale W. McGee, “The Monroe Doctrine—A Stopgap Measure,” 
Mississippi Valley Historical Review, XXX\’I1I (Sept., 1951), 233-250. 
With niore special reference to American sympathy for Greece, sk> Edward 
Mead Earle, “American Interest in the Greek Cause, 1821-27,” American 
Historical Review,XXXlll (Oct., 1927), 44-63. 

For the 1850’s relatively few special studies are available, but there is 
mterestii^ material in Merle E. Curti, The American Peace Crusade (Dur¬ 
ham, N.C., 1929), and the same author’s two articles: “Young America 

Historical Review, XXXII (Oct., 1926), 34-55, and “Austria and 
he Umted States, 1848-1852,” Smith College Studies in History, XI 
(Notthampton Apr., 1926), 141-206. Also A. J. May, Contemporary imer,- 
phia^Sr ° Revolutions in Central Europe (Philadcl- 

On Far Eastern aspects of American policy during these same years, apart 
from more general works, there is interesting material in Frederick W 

sZ7% ! N fy^^hington, as Senator and Secretary of 

State (3 vols New York, 1891); and Frederic Bancroft, The Life of William 

H Seward (2 vols.. New York, 1900). No really satisfactory biography of 
^ statesman IS available, however, and the phase of his career herc^uidcr 
teoa IS best handled by Tyler Dennett in his “Seward’s Ear Eastern 

PoLcy, American Historical Review, XXVm {Oct., 1922) 45-62 

For the i^ediate post-Civil War period, see Theodore Clark Smith 

IMPERIALISM AND OVERSEAS EXPANSION, 1885-1900 

T^e diplomatic record of the stirring events at the turn of the centun' mav 
Relating Department publications as Correspondence 
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IS available in the annual reports for this penod of the Secretary- of AVar the 
becretar)' of the Navy, and (after 1902) of the Chief of the Bureau of Insular 
Affairs. 

The contemporars' reaction to the imperialist movement is found in the 
debates printed in the Congressional Record, a great array of magazine 
articles, and newspaper editorials, the latter often usefully summarized in 
Public Opinion and the Literary Digest. 

A selection of the more important articles would include in the fint 
instance such \mtings of Alfred Thayer Mahan as ‘The United States Loob 
Outward,” Atlantic Monthly, (Dec., 1890), 816-824; ‘‘Hawaii and 

Our Future Sea Power,” Forum, XV (Mar., 1893), 1-11; Twentieth 
Centurs- Outlook,” Harper’s Magazine, XCV (Sept., 1897), 521-533. They 
are collected \s-ith other papers in The Interest of America in Sea Pouer, 
Present and Future (Boston, 1897). Additional articles by Mahan are also 
available in his Lessons of the War with Spain (Boston, 1899) and The 
Problem of Asia (Boston, 1905). 

.\mong other significant magazine contributions are Broob .-^dams, “The 
Spanish 5Var and the Equilibrium of the 5Vorld,” Forum, XX\’ (Aug., 
1898), 641-651; 5Villiam G. Sumner, “The Fallacy of Territorial Extension,” 
ibid., XXI (June, 1896), 414—419; James Biyce, ‘■The*Poliq’ of .\nne-xation 
for .America,” ibid., XXIV (Dec., 1897), 385-395; J. G. Carlisle, “Our 


Future Policy,” Harpef's Magazine, XCVII (Oct., 1898), 720-<28; Henry 
Cabot Lodge, “Our Blundering Foreign Policy,” Forum, XIX (Mar., 1895), 
8-17; Richard Obey, “Growi of Our Foreign Policy,” Atlantic .Monthly, 
LXXXA' (Mar., 1900), 289-301, and “International Isolation of the United 
States,” ibid., LXXXI (May, 1898), 577-588; John R. Procter, “Isolation 
or Imperialism,” Forum, XX\ I (Sept., 1898), 14—26; Carl Schurz, Mani¬ 
fest Destiny,” Harper’s Magazine, LXXXVIII (Oct., 1893), 737-746. 

Highly interesting material is also to be found b Selections from the 
Correspondence of Theodore Roosevelt and Henry Cabot Lodge (2 vols.. 
New A'ork, 1925); The Letters of Theodore Roosevelt, ably edited by Eltbg 
E. Morison (8 vols., Cambridge, 1951-54); America of Yesterday: As Re¬ 
flected in the Journal of John Davis Long, edited by Lawence Mayo Shaw 
(Boston, 1923); and George F. Hoar, Autobiography of Seventy Years (2 


vols.. New Abrk, 1903). t- r- ni. j • i 'ru 

A standard diplomatic bstory of the period remains F. L. Chadwcb i tie 

Relations of the United States and Spain (3 vols., New Aork, 1909-11). It 
may be supplemented by Orestes Ferrara, The Last Spanish War: 
tions in “Diplomacy,” (New York, 1937); Marcus M. IVilker^n, Public 
Opinion and the Spanish-American War (Baton Rouge, 1932); ^dAe 
brilliantly written if somewhat overdrawn account by Walter htilb, Ihe 
Martial Spirit (Boston, 1931). On relations with Hawaii, one of the best 
founts if to be found b JuUus W. Pratt, Expansionists of 78 8 Baltimore, 
1936). but a more thorough treatment of this topic is assailable m b 
S,.vem. America, Exp.nsio, m IS42-.mS 

definitive study in respect to Santotu. affun ts George H. Rtden, 
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Foreign Policy of the United States in Relation to Samoa (New Haven, 
1933). A more general background treatment of Samoa, Hawaii, and the 
Philippines may be found in Foster Rhea Dulles, America in the Pacific 
(Boston, 1932). 

Albert K. Weinberg’s already cited Manifest Destiny (Baltimore, 1935) has 
important material (pp. 252-324) on imperialism, and there is a stimulating 
chapter in Ralph Henry Gabriel, The Course of American Democratic 
Thought (New York, 1940), pp. 339-356. Essential for an understanding of 
the relationship of naval and political policy is Harold and .Margaret Sprout, 
The Rise of American Naval Power, 1776-1918 (Princeton, 1939). Other 
histories include Lionel M. Gclber, The Rise of Anglo-American Friendship: 
A Study in World Politics, 1898-1906 (.New York, 1938); and Alfred L. P. 
Dennis, Adventures in American Diplomacy, 1896-1906 (New York, 1928). 

Two broader studies, interesting for their contemporar)' interpretation, are 
John H. Latane, America as a World Power, 1897-1907 (New York, 1907); 
and Archibald Cary Coolidge, The United States as a World Power (New 
York, 1918). 


Biographies of the actors in the drama of imperialism would include Allan 
Nevins, Grover Cleveland (New York, 1932); Charles S. Olcott, The Life of 
William McKinley (2 vols., Boston, 1916); Tyler Dennett, John Hay: From 
Poetry to Politics (New York, 1933); Henry F. Pringle, Theodore Roosevelt 
(New York, 1931); Philip C. Jessup, Elihu Root (2 vols.. New York, 1938). 
While Olcott’s McKinley is a rather uncritical account, the other books in 
this group are among the best political biographies—authoritative and 
readable—in American historical writing. 

There could also be added to such a list two studies of Blaine: David S. 
Muzzey, James G. Blaine—A Political Idol of Other Days (New York, 
1934); and Alice Felt Tyler, The Foreign Policy of James G. Blaine (Minne¬ 
apolis, 1927). On the foremost exponent of expansionism, there are t^vo very 
helpful books; W. D. Puleston, Mahan (New Haven, 1939); and William E. 
Uvezey, Mahan on Sea Power (Norman, Okla., 1947). Also Allan Nevins^ 
Henry White Thirty Years of American Diplomacy (New York, 1930)- 
and, interesting but brief, Richard W. Leopold, Elihu Root and the Con¬ 
servative Tradition (Boston, 1954). 

A few special monographs or articles should also be noted A highly 
selechve list would include Julius W. Pratt, “The ‘Large Policy’ of 1898’’ 
Mississippi Valley Historical Review, XIX (Sept., 1932), 219-242; Fred H 

rqn’fT’-A-!!’ Movement in the United States, 1898^ 

1900 Ibid., XXII (Sept., 1935), 211-230, and “Literary Aspects of Ameri- 

wm" T’ if 8-1902,” New England Quarterly, X (Dec., 1937) 

‘ Expansion ’’ 

XXV (June, 1952), 217-232; Thomas A. Bailey, “The United States 

Stlo^I the Spanish-American War,” American Historical Re- 
If 2-560, and “Was the Presidential Election of 

XXIV (jS; 
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THE UNITED STATES AS A WORLD POWER, 1900-14 

The documentar>' sources for this period and much of the other primary 
^tenal correspond to that noted for Imperialism and Oveneas Expansion 
Ihis mcludes Messages and Papers of the Presidents, Foreign Relations, the 
Congressional Record, and contemporary publications. 

The dominance of Theodore Roosevelt gives a special importance, in 
addition to his previously cited Letters, to The Works of Theodore Roosevelt 
(20 vols., New ^ork, 1926), and Theodore Roosevelt, An Autobiography 
(New York, 1927). Pringle’s biography should also be noted again, and John 
Morton Blum, The Republican Roosevelt (Cambridge, Mass., 1954). A 
number of more special studies include Tyler Dennett, Roosevelt and the 
Russo-Japanese War (New York, 1925); Thomas A. Bailey, Theodore 
Roosevelt and the Japanese-American Crisis (Stanford, 1934); Howard C. 
Hill, Roosevelt and the Caribbean (Chicago, 1927); and Gordon C. O’Gara, 
Theodore Roosevelt and the Rise of the Modern Navy (Princeton, 1945). 

The biographies of Hay, Root, and \Vhite remain important, and at least 
two other comparable books should be added to such a list; Claude G. 
Bowers. Beveridge and the Progressive Era (Boston, 1932); and Henry F. 
Pringle, The Life and Times of IVilliam Howard Taft (2 vols.. New York, 
1939^. 


The best accounts of the inauguration of the Open Door policy are to be 
found in Tvler Dennett’s Americans in Eastern Asia (New \ork, 1922); 
.\lfred ^V. Griswold. The Far Eastern Policy of the United States (New 
York, 1938); Charles S. Campbell, Jr., Special Business Interests and the 
Open Door Policy (New Haven, 1951); and the recent and interesting 
biographical study of one of the foremost architects of that policy, Paul A. 
\'arg's Open Door Diplomat—The Life of B". W. Rockhill (Urbana, Ill., 


1952). 

For further developments on the Far Eastern scene, in addition to the 
books on Roosevelt s policy and Griswold s histor)', a number of special 
studies may be noted. Eleanor Tupper and George E. McReynolds, Japan 
in American Public Opinion (New York, 1937), is very useful, but should 
be supplemented by AVinston B. Thorson ‘\\merican Public Opinion and the 
Portsmouth Peace Conference,” American Historical Review, LIII (Apr., 
1948' 439-464. .Another interesting angle is developed in Outten Jones 

Clinard. Japan's Influence on American Naval Power, 1897-1917 (Berkeley, 
1947) Further aspects of developing conflict in this part of the world are 
discussed in Edward H. Zabriskie, American-Russian Rivalry in the Far 
East, 1895-1914 (Philadelphia, 1946); and Pauline Tompkins, Amencan- 
Russian Relations in the Far East (New York, 1949). 

The Panama incident is given firsthand treatment m Theodore Roosev'eUs 
own ston-, How the United States Acquired the Right to Dig the Panama 
Canai,” Outlook, XCIX (Oct. 7, 1911), 314-318. It is 
iectivelv in Dwight C. Miner, The Fight for the Panarna 

1940); while another interesting account Caml Projects 

vided: A History of the Panama Canal and Other Isthmian 
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(New York, 1944). There is a broader scope to VV. H. Callcott, The Carib¬ 
bean Policy of the United States, 1890-1920 (Baltimore, 1942). 

Other significant books dealing with events of this period are the con¬ 
temporary study by Alfred T. Mahan, The Interest of America in Inter¬ 
national Conditions (Boston, 1910); James B. Scott’s authoritative record. 
The Hague Peace Conferences of 1899 and 1907 (2 vols., Baltimore, 1909); 
and Eugene N. Anderson, The First Moroccan Crisis, 1904—1906 (Chicago, 
1930), Critical accounts of American policy are Scott Nearing, The Ameri¬ 
can Empire (New York, 1921); and Scott Nearing and Joseph Freeman, 
Dollar Diplomacy (New York, 1925). A more general but interesting study 
is John H. Latane; From Isolation to Leadership (New York, 1919). 


THE FIRST WORLD WAR AND AFTER, 1914-20 


The literature dealing with the period of the First World War is of 
course voluminous. The annual editions of Foreign Relations are supple¬ 
mented by special volumes for the years 1914-1918; the Lansing Papers, 
1914—1920 (2 vols., Washington, 1939); and The Paris Peace Conference 
(13 vols., Washington, 1924). Senate Document 106, 66th Congrc.ss, 1st 
Session (Washington, 1919), contains the hearings on the Versailles Treaty 
before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee. 

Among the important primary materials relating to the role of President 
Wilson are R. S. Baker and W. E. Dodd, The Public Papers of U'nodrou.- 
Wilson (6 vols., New York, 1925-27); R. S. Baker, U'oodrouj Wilson. Life 
and Letters (8 vols., New York, 1927-39), and Woodrow \Wlson and World 
Settlement (3 vols., New York, 1922). A stimulating special study is Harley 
Notter, The Origins of the Foreign Policy of Woodrow Wilson (Baltimore, 
1937), and two recent books take up in detail his policy in the Far East: 
Ticn-yi Li, Woodrow Wilson’s China Policy, 1913-1917 (New York, 1952); 
and Russell H. Fifield, Woodrow Wilson and the Far East: The Diplomacy 
of the Shantung Question (New York, 1952). Among the biographies, 
H. C. F. Bell’s Woodrow Wilson and the People (New York, 1945), remains 
the best one-volume study, but a more comprehensive work is under wav by 
Arthur S. Link, of which the first volume, Wilson: The Road to the White 
House (Princeton) appeared in 1947. There is also by the same author, a 
companion volume in this series, Woodrow Wilson and the Pronresskc Era 
(New York, 1954). ^ 


Primary material relating to Wilson’s close associates includes The Inti¬ 
mate Papers of Colonel House, ably edited by Charles Seymour (4 vols., 
Boston, 1926-28); Robert Lansing’s War Memoirs (New York, 1935), and 
"^e Peace Negotiations: A Personal Narrative (Boston, 1921); Josephus 
Darnels, The Wilson Era: Years of War and After, 1917-23 (Chapel Hill 
N. C., 1946) There is also interesting material relating to the war years iri 
W J and M. B Bpran, The Memoirs of William Jennings Bryan (Chicago, 
1925); Burton J. Hendnck, The Life and Letters of Walter Hines Page (3 
vols.. New York, 1922-26); and The Memoirs of Herbert Hoover: Yelrs of 
Adventure, 1874-1920 (New York, 1951). 
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A number of t^eful biographies supplement such material. One of the 
mmt taluable is John A. Garraw, Henry Cabot Lodge (New York, 1953' 
wbch easily supersedes preGous studies of the senator from Ma^achusem’ 
Others are Merle Guru, Bryan and World Peace (Northampton, 1931)- 

M (Boston, 

xyi/j, and Claudius O. Johnson, Borah of Idaho (New York, 1936) 

A comprehensive general account of .American entrv into the war wth 
emphasis on the economic factors involved, is Charles' C. TansiU, America 
Goes to 1( or (Boston, 1938); and somewhat the same interpretation of 
events is given in ^Valter Millis’ more popularly ^vritten The Road to War— 
America, 1914—1917 (New Aork, 1935). A more conventional treatment is 
found in Charles Seymour, American Diplomacy During the World Ifar 
(Baltimore. 1934), and American Neutrality, 1914-1917 (New Haven, 
1935 i; and .Alice M. Morrissey, The American Defense of Neutral Rights, 
1914-1917 (Cambridge, Mass., 1939). .A more specialized study is H. C. 
Peterson, Propaganda for IVar; The Campaign Against American Neutrality. 
1914—1917 (Norman, Okla., 1939). For further discussion of the isues 
involved, see the chapter on “Internationalists in AVar” in Eric F. Goldman, 
Rendczi ous -with Destiny (Ne^v York, 1952). 

Perhaps the most useful one-volume account of the peacemaking—amon? 
many English and French studies—is Paul Birdsall, Versailles Tvuenty Years 
After (.New York, 1941), but the .American approach is authoritatively dis¬ 
cussed in E. M. House and Charles Seymour, What Really Happened at 
Paris (Ne%v A’ork, 1921); and the unique record and collection of documents 
in David H. Miller, My Diary at the Conference of Paris (21 vob.. New 
A’ork. 1924, available on microfilm). Extended bibliographical references to 
the entire literature are available in two articles appearing in the Journal 
of .Modern History: Robert C. Binkley, “Ten A’ears of Peace Conference 
Kistorv," I (Dec. 1929), 607-629; and Paul Birdsall, “The Second Decade of 


Peace Conference History,” XI (Sept., 1939), 362-378. 

Two books bridging the gap benveen peacemaking and the American re¬ 
jection of the peace, sympathetic to Wilsonian policy but critical of Wilson, 
are Thomas -A. Bailey's Woodrow Wilson and the Lost Peace (New Yoik, 
1944 ); and Woodrow IVilson and the Great Betrayal (New A'ork, 1945). 

.Among other accounts of the struggle over the League are Hemy' Cabot 
Lodge’s o\%-n record, The Senate and the League of Nations (New A'ork, 
19251; Denna F. Fleming, The United States and the League of Nations 
(New A’ork, 1932); W. Stull Holt, Treaties Defeated by the Senate (Balti¬ 
more. 1933'; and Clarence .A. Berdahl, The Policy of the United States with 
Respect to the League of Nations (New A'ork, 1932). Another interesting 
nudv is Dexter Perkins' ‘TVoodrow Wilson’s Tour,” a chapter in Daniel 
.Aaron (cd.\ .-Imcrica in Crisis (New A’ork, 1952); a highly mformadve 
account of the original movement in support of world orgaruzation is Ruhl 
T B.artlett The League to Enforce Peace (Chapel Hill, N.C., 1944); and 
note'should again be^made of Garraty's Henry Cabot Lodge for a discerning 
account of its subject s role in the treaty fight. 
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REPUBLICAN SUPREMACY, 1921-33 

The broad aspects of foreign policy during the 1920's may be followed, in 
addition to the customary documentary sources and general histories, in a 
few autobiographical records, a number of significant contcmpor.ip, studies 
and magazine articles, and an important group of special books and mono¬ 
graphs. 

There is very little firsthand material on the foreign policy attitudes of 
Harding or Coolidge, apart from their messages to Coneress or other public 
statements. This is in itself a refleetion of their generally pnssi\e point of 
view. The record is much fuller for Hoover. His state papers h:i\e been 
collected in William Starr Myers (ed.). The State Papers and Other Public 
Writings of Herbert Hoover (2 vols., New York, 1934); and his Memoirs 
have also been published. The second volume. The Cabinet and the Presi¬ 
dency, 1920-1933 (New York, 1952), is most useful for this period. Also 
very helpful are Ray L. Wilbur and Arthur M. Hyde, The Hoover Policies 
(New York, 1937); and William Starr Myers, The Foreign Policies of 
Herbert Hoover, 1929-33 (New York, 1940). 

There is an excellent and comprehensive biography of the first Secretary 
of State of this period, Charles Evans Hughes, by Merlo J. Puscy (2 vols.. 
New York, 1951), and a much less satisfactory one of his succcs.sor, Frank 
B. Kellogg, by David Bryn-Jones (New York, 1937). The Stimson record is 
available in the invaluable collaborative autobiography, Henry L. Stimson 
and McGeorge Bundy, On Active Service in Peace and War (New York, 
1948), but see also the more critical biography, Richard N. Current. Secre¬ 
tary Stimson: A Study in Statecraft (New Brunswick, 1954), 

Among contemporary books, journalistic in nature and reflecting the views 
of the day, the most interesting are Paul Scott Mowrer, Our Foreign Affairs 
(New York, 1924); Arthur Bullard, American Diplomacy in the Modern 
World (Philadelphia, 1928); and on a more scholarly level, Georsje Hubbard 
Blakeslee, The Recent Foreign Policy of the United States (New \'ork, 
1925). A further book with a special significance because of its authors 
later '(le'vs is Arthur H. Vandenberg’s presentation of the isolationist position 
in his The Trail of a Tradition (New York, 1926). 

More important are a number of articles published in the magazine ForeUn 
Adairs, established immediately after the war as a medium for the d!s- 
semination of informed and authoritative views on world politics. Full lists 
published in two volumes of bibliography 79/9-/959 
(New York 1933) and 1932^2 (New York, 1945). A highly selective lis"; 

v% Relations of the United States, 

1921-24 V (June, 1924), 525-539; Ogden L. Mills, “Our Foreign Policv- 
A Republican View,’ VI (July, 1928), 555-572; Franklin D. Roosevelt 

'^^8), 573-586; 

r „■ R^ses of American Foreign Policy Durinf>- the Past 

Foreign PoHcv’^A f 3)’^3-396. See also “Fundan^entals in 

1924)^ ^ ^ Academy of Political Science, CXIV (July, 

The basic source for the Washington Conference is Senate Document 125. 
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6yth Congress, 2nd Session. ConUnnce on the Limitation of Armaments 

Bue^ Tri. development. R.itmond L 

Buell s The U asnmgton Conference .New York. 1922 remains perhaps the 

most sausfacton study, and lU naval implications are best set forth in Harold 
Md Margaret Sprout, Toward a Xeii Order of Sea Pouer: Amer-ican Xa-al 
Policy and the World Scene, 1918-1922 Princeton, 1940 ^ recent and 

illuminaung article is J. Chal \-insoms “The Parchment Peace: The Senate 
Defense of the Four Power Treats- of the "Washincrton Conference,” Mu- 
sissippi Valley Historical Reiiew, XXXIX IScpt. 1952 ,, 303-314. 

There hat e been a number of accounts of the origin and negotiation of the 
Kellogg-Briand .Anti-'War Treats'—such as James T. Shotwell. War as an 
Instrument of National Policy and Its Renunciation in the Pact of Paris 
(Xew \ork, 1929'; and David Hunter Miller, The Peace Pact oi Paru 
(New York, 19281—^but they have been largely superseded bv Roben H. 
Ferrell, Peace in Their Time: The Origins of the Kellogg-Bnand Pact Xrm 
Haven, 1952). 

-Mnong the documentary sources for the Manchurian crisis of 1931-32 is 
Senate Document 55, 72nd Congress, 1st Session, Conditions in Manchuria 
(Washington, 1932); and the first volume of Papers Relating to the Foreign 
Relations of the United States, Japan: 1931-1941 (2 vols., Washington, 
1943). A firsthand account is Henry L. Stimson, The Far Eastern Crisis: 
Recollections and Observations (New York, 1936'. Flxtensively treated in 
all histories deahng -with American foreign policy in eastern .Asia, as well as 
in the books on Hoover and Stimson, the most complete single monograph is 
Sara R, Smith, Manchurian Crisis, 1931-32 (New A'ork, 1948), while two 
interesting recent articles are Paul H. Clyde, "The Diplomacy of ‘Plaring 
No Favorites’: Secretarv Stimson and Manchuria, 1931, ’ Mississippi I alley 
Historical Reviezv, (Sept., 1948), 187-202; and Richard N. Current, 

“The Stimson Doctrine and the Hoover Doctrine,” American Historical 
Review, LIX (Apr., 1954), 513-542. 

Note should also be made of books dealing wth policy- toss-ard China dur¬ 
ing this period. -A general study is Foster Rhea Dulles, China and America 
(Princeton. 1946^; a more specialized monograph is Dorothy Borg. Ameri¬ 
can Policy and the Chinese Revolution, 1925—1928 (New York, 1947). 

The economic aspects of America's world role have an e.xtensive bib- 
liocmaphy of their ou-n. .Among imponant studies by the Bureau of Foreign 
and Domestic Commerce of the Depanment of Commerce is The Lnited 
States in the World Economy, Economic Series -No. 23 A\ashington, 1-4.-.,; 
and an authoritative general work is Raymond F. Mikesell, lnited S^.es 
Economic Policy and International Relations (New Aork, ■ ei 

books are Benamin H. AVilliams, Economic Foreign 
Stales fNew A'ork ld29'; National Industrial Conference Board, mcndi 

o, .Cl-n„d S,.„. (N'e. Vori, .930!; H. G. Moul.on 
id World Prosperity (Washington, 19o2., 


the Foreign Trade of 

and Leo Pass'olskv. IJ ar Debts anc ii- v 

1938); and Herbert Feis, The Diplomacy of the Dollar. First Era 1919-1932 
(Baltimore, 1950). 
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An interesting group of contemporarv' and more imprcssionistir books 
would include Francis Miller and Helen Hill, The Giant of the Western 
World (New York, 1930); Hiram Mothcnvell, The Imperial Dollar (New 
York, 1929); Georges Duhamel, America: The Menace (Boston, 1931); and 
Paul M. Mazur, America Looks Abroad (New York, 1930). 

The importance of naval policy is discussed in the books by Flarold and 
Margaret Sprout already cited. Two more general naval histories are George 
T. Davis, A Navy Second to None (New- York, 1940); and Dudley . 
Knox, A History of the United States Navy (New York, 1936). See also 
Donald W. Mitchell, History of the Modern American Navy (New York, 
1946). 

There is a voluminous literature on American dependencies, their history 
and their government. The annual reports of the Secretary of the Navy and 
the Secretary of the Interior are of course basically important, .-kn early 
general study is William F. Willoughby, Territories and Dependencies of the 
United States (New York, 1905); there is interesting material in both 
William H. Hass (ed.), The American Empire (Chicago, 1940), and Rupert 
Emerson et al., America’s Pacific Dependencies (New York, 1949); a special 
official report is The United States and Non-Self-Governing Dependencies, 
Department of State Publication 2812 (Washington, 1947). The most inter¬ 
esting of such books, however, is Julius W. Pratt, America’s Colonial Experi¬ 
ment (New York, 1950). Its extensive notes provide a highly useful bib¬ 
liography to the literature as a whole. 

The most valuable books dealing with individual colonies or dependencies 
are Garel A. Grunder and William E. Livezey, The Philippines and the 
United States (Norman, Okla., 1951); Grayson L. Kirk, Philippine Inde¬ 
pendence (New York, 1936); V. M. Petrullo, Puerto Rican Paradox (New 
York, 1947); Joseph Barber, Jr., Hawaii: Restless Rampart (Indianapolis, 
1941); Luther Harris Evans, The Virgin Islands, From Naval Base to New 
Deal (Ann Arbor, 1945); Earl S. Pomeroy, Pacific Outpost, A rncrican 
Strategy in Guam and Micronesia (Stanford, 1951). The latter author’s 
article in the Pacific Historical Review, XVII (Feb., 1948), 43-53, ‘'American 
Policy Respecting the Marshalls, Carolines and Marianas, 1898-1941,” 
should also be noted; and G. H. Blakeslee, “The Future of American 
Samoa,” Foreign Affairs, Vll (Oct., 1928), 139-143. 

Among the studies dealing with special phases of .American policy which 
are of particular interest in evaluating the nation’s world role are two books 
by Denna F. Fleming: The United States and World Organization. 1920-33 
(New York, 1938), and The United States and the World Court (New York, 
1945); B. H. Williams, The United States and Disarmament (New York, 
1931); Russell M. Cooper, American Consultation in World Affairs for the 
Preservation of Peace (New York, 1934); and Merze Tate, The United 
States and Armaments (Cambridge, Mass., 1948). 

Attention should also be called to the annual accounts of .American foreign 
policy that beginning with this period are published annually, with their ex¬ 
tensive bibliographies, under the auspices of the Council on Foreign Rela¬ 
tions. The first four volumes, with the title Survey of American'' Foreign 
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Relations York, 1928-31). cover the yea« 1928 to 1931 

pared under the direction of Charles P. Howland. 

NEUTRALITY' AND WAR, 1933-41 

A constantly amplified wealth of material—both primary and secondary— 
u as-ailabic [or the 1930’s and the events leading to American entry into the 
oecond »Norld War. 

Among the important government documents, supplementing and carrying 
forward the diplomatic record as set forth in the annual Foreign RelmitonM 
issued by the State Department, arc Japan: 1931-1941 (2 vols., Waahir^pon, 
1943); The United States and Italy. 1936-1946 (Washington, 1948) • 
Diplomatic Papers: The Soviet Union, 1933-1939 (Washington, 1952); and 
Peace and War; United States Foreign Policy, 1931-1941 (Washington, 

1943) . Beginning with 1939, there is additional material in the Department 
of State Bulletin. 

The annual series, Documents on Foreign Relations, published annually 
under the auspices of the World Peace Foundation, also starts with the 
volume for 1939. 

Among congressional reports, there stand out most importantly Pearl 
Harbor Attack, Hearings Before the Joint Committee on the Investigation of 
the Pearl Harbor Attack, 79th Congress, 2nd Session, (39 parts, Washington, 
1946); and Senate Document 244, 79th Congress, 2nd Session, Investigation 
of the Pearl Harbor Attack. Report of the Joint Committee (Washington, 
1946). 

Of the greatest significance are the Public Papers and Addresut of 
Franklin D. Roosevelt, edited with unusual skill b> Samuel I. Roscrunan (IS 
vols., New York, 1938-50). The passages dealing with foreign pobey until 
1941 are also available in the one-volume RoosevelPs Foreign Policy, 1933- 
1941, Franklin D. RoosevelPs Unedited Speeches and Messages (New York, 
1942). There is also available for this period FJ).R., His Personal Letters, 
1928-45, edited by Eilliott Roosevelt (2 vok.. New York, 1950). 

A highly significant autobiographical source is The Memoirs of Cordell 
Hull (2 vols.. New York, 1948). The Stimson and Bundy, On Active Service 
in Peace and War, pre\iously noted, is extremely valuable. There is also 
im portant material in “The Morgenthau Diaries,” Colliers, CXX (Oct 4, 
11, 18, and 25, 1947); Sumner Welles, The Time for Decision (New York, 

1944) ; Robert E. Sherwood, Roosevelt and Hopkins (New York, 1948); and 

Samuel I. Rosenman, Working with Roosevelt (New York, 1952). ^ ^ 

Among the useful accoimts of American ambassadors abroad are 
E Davies, Mission to Moscow (New York, 1941); Joseph C. Ten 

Years in Japan (New York, 1944), and his even more important Turbulent 

Era (2 vols., Boston, 1952); 

Peoble (Boston, 1940); and Ambassador Dodds Diary, 1933-38, ^ted ^ 
Wilfiam E Dodd, Jr., and Martha Dodd (New York, 1941)^. Always ^ 
immense interest are the volumes of Winston Chu^U’s 
reference to this period. The Gathering Storm (Boston, 1948), and Thetr 

Finest Hour (Boston, 1949). 
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There is also material from authoritative sources in both Joseph Alsop and 
Robert Kintner, American White Paper: The Story of American Diplomacy 
and the Second World War (New York, 1940); and Forrest Davis and 
Ernest K, Lindley, How War Came (New York, 1942). 

The number of contemporarj- books and pamphlets dealing with the inter¬ 
ventionist-isolationist controversy is legion. Among those of special interest 
or significance are Hamilton Fish Armstrong, IVe or They: Two li'orlds in 
Conflict (New York, 1936); Edwin M. Borchard and AVilliam P. Lagc, 
Neutrality for the United States (New Haven, 1937); Raymond L. Buell, 
Isolated America (New York, 1940); Charles A. Beard, Giddy Minds and 
Foreign Quarrels (New York, 1936); Allen Dulles and Hamilton Fish 
Armstrong, Can America Stay Neutral? (New York, 1939); Edward ^^ead 
Earle, Against This Torrent (Princeton, 1941); Jerome Frank, Save America 
First: How to Make Democracy Work (New York, 1938); Hanley Living¬ 
ston, Is America Afraid? (New York, 1937); Ralph Mc.Allister Ingersoll, 
America Is Worth Fighting For (Indianapolis, 1941); Hugh S. Johnson, 
Hell-Bent for War (Indianapolis, 1941); Anne Morrow Lindbergh, The 
Wave of the Future (New York, 1940); Nicholas J. Spykman, America's 
Strategy in World Politics (New York, 1942); Pierre \an Passen, The Time 
is Now! (New York, 1941); James P. ^V’arburg, Our War and Our Peace 
(New York, 1941); William Allen White (ed.). Defense for America (New 
York, 1940). 


The two organizations representative of isolationist and inter%entionist 
sentiment, respectively, are ably treated in Wayne S. Cole, America First: 
The Battle Against Intervention — 1940-41 (Madison, \Vis., 1953); and 
'Vl2lteT]oimson,The Battle Against Isolation (Chicago, 1944). 

Sectional aspects of isolationism from the historical point of view are dis- 
cuKed in the articles already noted: Ray A. Billington, “The Origins of 
Middle West Isolationism ; William G. Carleton, “Isolationism and the 
Middle West”; Richard W. Leopold, “The Mississippi V'alley and American 
Foreign PoUcy, 1890-1941”; and also Marian D. Irish, “Foreign PoUc>- and 
the South,” Journal of Politics, X (May, 1948), 306-326. 

In addition to contemporary comment in newspapers and magazines, new 
sources for the study of public opinion are available in the popular polls. 
Such reports may be found in the Public Opinion Quarterly and in Hadley 
Cantril (ed.). Public Opinion, 1935^6 (Princeton, 1951). See also Archi¬ 
bald McLeish, American Opinion and the War (New York, 1942); William 
A. Lydg^e, What America Thinks (New York, 1944); and among other 
^cles, Francis S. Wickware, “What We Think About Foreign Affairs” 
Harper’s Magazine, CLXXIX (Sept., 1939), 397-^4. 

T^e mort comprehensive general record of developments in 1937-41 is to 
be found in the two monumental volumes by William L. Langer and S 
j to Isolation, 1937-1940 (New York, 1952), 

and The Undeclared War, 1940-1941 (New York, 1953). They are based 
upon a Aorough study, made possible through a grant from the Rockefeller 
Foundanon, of a vast mass of material including State Department files, the 
oosevelt papers, and such important manuscript diaries as those of Morgen- 
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^au, ^erle and Moffat. Publication was sponsored by the Council on 
Foret^ Relations. The author’s point of view b intemadona^tr^T^p ° 
pose has been to prm-ide a “thorough analysis” of the circumstances and 
Jvelopments that led to Amencan entr>' into the war. The two books reflect 
the highest smndards of scholarship and are e.xceUendy organized. 

A quite different account of these same events has been made by the 
so-c^led revisionist school of historians. The Roosevelt pohdes were first 
chaUenged m ttvo books by Charles A. Beard: American Foreign Policy in 
the Making, 1932-1940 (New Haven, 1946), and President Roosevelt and 
the Coming of War, 1941 (New Haven, 1948). They contain much interest¬ 
ing matenal but are vers- definitely slanted to advance the author’s isola- 
tiomst thesis. Beard s anah'sis is strongly—sometimes angrily—countered by 
Basil Rauch in Roosevelt: From Munich to Pearl Harbor (New York, 1950), 
a book that is especially valuable for its discussion of the struggle over 
neutrality. 

Other redsionist accounts would include George E. Morgenstem, Pearl 
Harbor: the Story of the Secret War (New York, 1947); Wilfiam H. Cham¬ 
berlin, America’s Second Crusade (Chicago, 1950); and Rear Admiral 
Robert A. Theobald, The Final Secret of Pearl Harbor (New York, 1954). 
The most important is Charles C. Tansill, Back Door to War—Roosevelt 
Foreign Policy, 1933—1941 (Chicago, 1952). This volume’s extreme con¬ 
clusions are not supported by the eddence presented, but it contains some 
valuable material and is carefully documented. 

AVith more particular reference to war in the Pacific, the most authorita¬ 
tive study is Herbert Feis, The Road to Pearl Harbor (Princeton, 1950), 
while a sound but more popularly imtten account is found in 4Valter MUlis, 
This is Pearl! The United States and Japan—1941 (New York, 1947). 

The annual sursey of the Council on Foreign Relations, beg in ning v.ith 
the issue for 1931, is endtled The United States in World Affairs, prepared 
by \S'alter Lippmann, 3\’illiam O. Scroggs, et al. 

Among other books dealing with the special phases of contemporary 
foreign policy suggested by their titles are J. Fred Rippy, South America and 
Hemisphere Defense (Baton Rouge, 1941); ^Villiam C. Johnstone, The 
United States and Japan’s New Order (New York, 1941); Edw'ard O. 
Guerrant, Roosevelt’s Good Neighbor Policy (Mbuquerque, 1950); and 
Grace L. Beckett, The Reciprocal Trade Agreements Program (New York, 

1941). 

THE SECOND WORLD W,\R AND AFTER, 1941-53 

.\lthouo'h this period is too recent to be Hewed with any real perspective, 
it is not^for want of as-ailable source material. The vital import^ce of 
foreign policv has led to the publication of innumerable documents len^y 
congressional hearings, and an unending stream of books 
conscious effort to keep the historical record is perhaps wathout parallel m 

Department has published, among many oth. do„ 
collections. Postwar Foreign Policy Preparations, 1939-4, (4Vashmgton, 
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1949) ; In Quest of Peace and Security: Selected Documents on American 
Foreign Policy, 1941-1951 (Washington, 1951); a selection of Secretary- 
Acheson’s speeches under the title Strengthening the Forces of Freedom 
(Washington, 1950); United States Relations with China with Special 
Reference to the Period 1944-1949 (Washington, 1949); Conference for 
the Conclusion and Signature of the Treaty of Peace with Japan (Wash¬ 
ington, 1951); Germany 1947-1949: The Story in Documents (Washington, 

1950) . There is also the continuing Department of State Bulletin and 
periodic Press Releases. 

Such material may be supplemented by Senate Document 123, 81st Con¬ 
gress, 1st Session, A Decade of American Foreign Policy, Basic Documents, 
1941—49 (Washington, 1950); the official reports of the Economic Co¬ 
operation Administration, the Mutual Defense Assistance Program, the 
Mutual Security Program, and the Point Four Program; and accounts of 
scores of congressional hearings. Of the latter there might especially be 
sing led out Military Assistance Program: Joint Hearings Before Committee 
on Foreign Relations and Committee on Armed Services, 81st Congress, 1st 
Session (Washington, 1949); and Military Situation in the Far East, Hear¬ 
ings Before Committee on Armed Services and Committee on Foreign Re¬ 
lations, 82nd Congress, 1st Session (Washington, 1951). 

Additional documents are again available in Documents on American 
Foreign Relations, the previously cited publication of the World Peace 
Foundation which, beginning for the year 1952, is issued under the auspices 
of the Council on Foreign Relations. There is also useful information, after 
1947, in the annual Major Problems of United States Foreign Policy 
(Washington, 1947— ) published by the Brookings Institution. 

Adequate material for an analysis of the role of President Truman nill 
not be available until publication of his planned memoirs. There is relative!) 
little—but that little very interesting—in Wriliam Hillman, Mr. President: 
The First Publication from the Personal Diaries, Papers and Revealing Inter¬ 
views of Harry S. Truman (New York, 1952). The major public statements 
of Secretary Acheson, including testimony before congressional committees, 
have been collected and most ably edited by McGcorge Bundy in The 
Pattern of Responsibility—From the Record of Secretary of State Dean 
Acheson (Boston, 1952). Contemporar)' addresses by other leading figures 
in and out of the administration may be found in the magarine Vital 
Speeches. 

To the fcthand records of other “policy makers” already cited for the 
prewar period may be added such uniformly important and interesting 
books as The Private Papers of Senator Vandenberg, edited by Arthur R 
V^denberg, Jr., and J. A. Morris (Boston, 1952); The Forrestal Diaries, 
edited by Walter Millis with the collaboration of E. S. Duffield (Netv York] 

1951); James F. Byrnes, Speaking Frankly (New York, 1947); Edward R. 
Stettimus, Jr., Lend-Lease: Weapon for Victory (New York, 1944), and 
Roosevelt and the Russians: the Yalta Conference (New York, 1949); WiUiam 
D. Leahy, / Was There (New York, 1950); Walter Bedell Smith, My Three 
Years in Moscow (Philadelphia, 1950); Sumner Welles, Seven Decisions That 
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Shaped (New York, 1951); Dwight D. Eisenhower, Crusade 

?oJri950)'" ’ y 

Ag^n should be added the pertinent volumes of the Churchill histor^•• 
The Grand Alliance (Boston, 1950), The Hinge of Fate (Boston. 1950'l 
Closing the Ring (Boston, 1951), and Triumph and Tragedy (Boston 1953) 
Among contemporary- discussions of foreign policy a number stand out 
through the prommence of their authors or the cogency of their ideas. A 
highly restricted list m the first category- would include IVendell 'Willkie 
One Wojld (New York, 1943); John Foster Dulles, IFar, Peace and Change 
(New York, 1939), and also his Jt'ar or Peace (New York, 1950); Henry A. 
AVallace, Touard World Peace (New York, 1948); Herbert Hoover and 
Hugh Gibson, The Problems of Lasting Peace (New York, 1943); Robert A. 
Taft, A Foreign Policy for Americans (New York, 1951); and Sumner 
^Velles, IVhere Are We Heading? (New York, 1946). 

Among the more significant books by publicists rather than political figures 
are Walter Lippmann, U.S. War Aims (Boston, 1944), The Cold War: A 
Study in U.S. Foreign Policy (New York, 1947), and Isolation and Alliances 
(Boston, 1952); Hanson W. Baldwin, The Price of Power (New York, 1948;; 
\ era M. Dean, The Four Cornerstones of Peace (New York, 1946); Emory 
Reves, The Anatomy of Peace (New York, 1945); Hans J. Morgenthau, In 
Defense of the National Interest (New York, 1951); Norman Cousins, 
Modern Man Is Obsolete (New York, 1945), and Steps to Peace: A Quaker 
View of U.S. Foreign Policy (1951); Charles B. Marshall, The Limits of 
Foreign Policy (New York, 1954); Thomas K. Finletter, Power and Policy: 
U.S. Foreign Policy and Military Power in the Hydrogen Age (New York, 
1954); George F. Kerman, Realities of American Foreign Policy (Princeton, 
1954); and, somewhat in a category by itself for its brilliant review of condi¬ 
tions in Europe, Theodore ^V^hite, Fire in the Ashes (New \ork, 1954). 

Public opinion may be traced through the polls as summarized in the 
Public Opinion Quarterly, but it has also been made the subject of a num¬ 
ber of special surveys. They would include Lester Markel, ed., Public 
Opinion and Foreign Policy (New York, 1949); Leonard S. Cottrell, Jr. and 
Sylvia Eberhart, American Opinion on World Affairs in the Atomic Age 
(Princeton, 1948); Percy W. BidweU, Our Foreign Policy in War and Peace: 
Some Regional Views (New York, 1942), and George L. Grassmuck, iiec- 

tional Biases in Congress on Foreign Policy’1951). 

The importance of postwar relations with Soviet Russia necessitates the 
inclusion of a few of the more important boo^ on this 
are John R. Deane, The Strange Alliance: The Story of Our Efforts at 

Wartime Cooperation with Russia 

America Faces Russia (Ithaca, 1950), and Davad J. Dallin, The Bi„ I hr . 
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1945); Richard H. Rovere and Arthur M. Schlesinger, Jr., The General anc 
the President (New York, 1951); and the authoritative study by Herber 
Feis: The China Tangle: The American Effort in China from Pearl Harbot 
to the Marshall Mission (Princeton, 1953). 

Mention should be made of such special-topic books as Alvin H. Hansen 
America’s Role in the World Economy (New York, 1945); Seymour E 
Harris (ed.), Foreign Economic Policy for the United States (Cambridge 
Mass., 1948); E. F. Peruose, Economic Planning for the Peace (Princeton 
1953); United States Foreign Policy: Its Organization and Control. Report 
of a Study Group for the Woodrow Wilson Foundation (New York, 1952): 
James L. McCamy, The Administration of American Foreign Affairs (New 
York, 1950); and Graham H. Stuart, The Department of State (New York 
1949). 

The best summary of year-by-year developments remains The United 
States in World Affairs, w-ritten from 1945 to 1949 by John C. Campbell, 
and since then by Richard P. Stebbins, with the aid of the research staff of 
the Council on Foreign Relations. 
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